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ABSTRACT 
Agriculture is a fast-growing career field and employers are looking to universities 
for graduates to fill the myriad of available employment opportunities; therefore, recruiting 
students into colleges of agriculture is essential to meet the growing job demand.  The 
purpose of this research study was to determine the demographic profile of students, find out 
what factors influence a student’s decision to major in the field of agriculture, and discover if 
these factors are different based on major, demographics or type of entrance into the 
university.  The quantitative survey that was administered to all first-year students at Iowa 
State University’s (ISU) College of Agriculture and Life Sciences (CALS) was developed 
from qualitative focus groups and interviews that were conducted.  A majority of students in 
this study were Caucasian and female, as well as being raised on a farm or in a rural area.  
Findings showed that influencers of a college major included parents, websites, campus 
visits, written correspondence from the university, and personal conversations with a 
professor.  The quality of the facilities, prestige of the department, and university and campus 
environment are all critical influencers in a student determining their major.  Career factors 
are also essential influencers for students as are personal characteristics such as enjoying a 
challenge, being outdoors, and science.  Few statistically significant differences existed when 
comparing the factors among gender, race, place of residence, or type of entrance into the 
university.  Findings indicate that the influential factors are similar between majors, but the 
level of influence is different depending on the major. 
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CHAPTER 1.  INTRODUCTION 
“What do you want to be when you grow up?”  This common question is asked of 
youth beginning at an early age.  Youth are asked to make that significant decision when they 
graduate high school and enter college by choosing a major.  In a 2005 meta-analysis of 11 
previous studies, the biggest regret in life that people have is education (Roese & 
Summerville).  Education includes many facets from not studying hard enough to finish a 
degree, but all encompasses those who regret their choice of major and wish they had chosen 
a different career field (Roese & Summerville, 2005).  According to Pritchard, Fudge, 
Crawford, and Jackson (2018), “Students are pressured to choose their undergraduate majors 
at a time when they often lack sufficient personal development or realistic information about 
career paths related to those majors to make optimal decisions” (p. 2). 
According to the Food and Agriculture Education Information System, the 
agriculture, food, and renewable natural resource sectors of the U.S. economy from 2015 to 
2020 will generate an estimated 57,900 annual job openings for graduates with bachelor’s or 
higher degrees (Goecker, Smith, Fernandez, Ali, & Theller, 2015).  Over that same time, 
only 35,400 students are expected to graduate from colleges of agriculture.  This discrepancy 
between supply and demand will also lead to increased salaries, making agricultural careers 
even more attractive.  The demand for agricultural jobs will continue to increase as the world 
population is projected to grow to more than nine billion people by 2050, thus, placing a 
significant demand on food production (Flynn, 2015).  According to Goecker et al. (2015), 
“College graduates with expertise in food, agriculture, renewable natural resources, and the 
environment are essential to our ability to address the U.S. priorities of food security, 
sustainable energy, and environmental quality” (para. 8).  To produce enough food to meet 
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the demands of the growing population, we must not only have farmers who are growing the 
food but also trained scientists who can develop new innovations to increase yields with 
fewer resources while achieving sustainability (Schnabel, 2018). 
As reported by Handelsman and Stulberg (2016), “Without a larger and better-skilled 
agricultural workforce, the pace of technological innovation in agriculture may slow, and 
critical global challenges may not be addressed,” (para. 4).  The American Association for 
Agricultural Education’s national research agenda includes increasing the number of trained 
scientific and professional workers for agriculture as one of their research priorities for the 
next five years (Stripling & Ricketts, 2016).  Colleges and universities must be able to recruit 
and retain students and, to do this, a better understanding of the models and strategies is 
needed to encourage students to major in the field of agriculture (Doerfert, 2011). 
We need a larger workforce in agriculture, but there is a smaller group of prospective 
students to recruit from in this generation.  Birth rates have dropped to almost 13% in the last 
five years (Grawe, 2018).  Trends in the population in the next 15 years will reduce the 
number of college-age individuals, and entrance into higher education will become more 
competitive with fewer students applying (Grawe, 2018).  Furthermore, the population of 
prospective students will be more diverse with larger populations of Hispanic and 
Asian/Pacific Islander students than ever before (Grawe, 2018).  Today’s generation of 
college students has different expectations than previous generations.  They expect colleges 
to run like a business with an excellent customer service department offering students a good 
value, ease of navigating the system, assistance on demand, and at a low cost (Caruth, 2016).  
Caruth (2016) further explained that, “These students are older, more diverse, influenced in 
the past by various political and social experiences, focused more on professional careers 
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while in need of academic remediation, more in need of psychological assistance and interact 
with others differently than previous college students” (p. 34). 
Statement of the Problem 
Choosing a major can be a daunting decision for students given all the choices and 
information available about schools, majors, and careers.  “College choice decision making is 
important for the student and also has implications for making institutional policy,” 
(DesJardins, Dundar, & Hendel, 1999, p. 117).  Given the need for a larger agriculture 
workforce, the shrinking population of prospective students and the unique needs and 
expectations of this generation, it is essential to reexamine the factors that this new 
generation of students consider when making their decision to choose a major to recruit 
students into agriculture programs.  Also, as an extension specialist working with prospective 
students through programs such as 4-H and FFA, it is important for me to have a better 
understanding of what influences youth to choose their major and determine if participation 
in programs that I develop and conduct have any influence in a young person’s decision to 
major in an agriculture field.  Important questions remain, including what factors go into a 
student’s decision to choose a major.  Are those factors different based on gender, race, or 
place of residence prior to entering the university?  What differences exist between transfer 
students and direct from high school students.  Are there differences between majors within 
colleges of agriculture and life sciences? 
Objectives of the Study 
The primary purpose of this study was to identify factors that influenced first-year 
enrollees in ISU’s CALS to major in a degree program within the college.  The study focused 
on seven research objectives: 
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1. Identify the demographic characteristics of first-year students and transfer students 
entering ISU’s CALS. 
2. Determine what interpersonal factors influenced the students’ decisions to enroll in 
their major. 
3. Determine what environmental factors influenced the students’ decisions to enroll in 
their major. 
4. Determine what personal characteristics influenced the students’ decisions to enroll in 
their major. 
5. Determine if the factors that influence students’ decisions to select their major are 
different based on the demographics of race, gender, and place of residence before 
entering college. 
6. Determine if the factors that influence students’ decisions are different between first-
year transfer students and first-year students entering directly from high school within 
CALS. 
7. Determine if the factors that influence students’ decisions are different among CALS 
majors. 
Significance of the Study 
The results of this study provide a better understanding of the factors that influence 
students to major in a degree program within CALS.  Once factors are identified, then CALS 
can utilize these factors to help focus recruitment efforts and target different populations 
according to the factors that are influential to them.  Findings will help each department 
create a targeted recruitment program based on research and enable CALS departments to 
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bring more students into the field of agriculture and life sciences.  Additionally, the results of 
this study could offer other universities new ideas to increase recruitment efforts. 
Definition of Terms 
 The following terms are used in this dissertation: 
• environmental factors—external factors that influence the major decision and are 
divided into two categories: college-related and career-related, 
o college-related factors include characteristics specific to the institution or 
degree program such as reputation, class size, cost, or extracurricular 
offerings, 
o career-related factors include opportunities for job placement, salary, and 
industry dynamics (Hodges & Karpova, 2010); 
• first-year student—students who enrolled for the first time at ISU in CALS during the 
fall of 2017 and the spring of 2018; this includes students entering directly from high 
school, as well as transfer students; 
• interpersonal factors—people and their perceptions that influence a student’s major 
choice decision (Hodges & Karpova, 2010); 
• personal factors—the subjective factors include personal characteristics of the 
student including interest in the subject, aptitude, work values, previous experiences, 
and personality traits (Hodges & Karpova, 2010). 
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CHAPTER 2.  REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
There is, perhaps, no college decision that is more thought-provoking, gut-wrenching and 
rest-of-your-life oriented—or disoriented—than the choice of major 
—St. John, 2000, p. 21 
This literature review describes previous research in the area of major choice and 
provides a rationale for each research objective.  Studies cited in this chapter were conducted 
in an agricultural context unless otherwise noted.  The chapter includes the theoretical 
framework, college choice decision-making behavior, interpersonal factors, personal factors, 
and environmental factors that influence major choice. 
The current generation of college students is referred to as Generation Z, making up a 
quarter of the U.S. population and includes those individuals born between 1995 and 2010.  
They are highly technological and have access to everything at their fingertips.  They have 
never known a time without the Internet and have electronic devices that allow them to 
access information instantly (Seemiller & Grace, 2016).  They describe themselves as loyal, 
compassionate, thoughtful, open-minded, responsible, and determined (Seemiller & Grace, 
2016).  Generation Z sees more value in education than any previous generation, and they 
understand that a college education will help them get a good job (Barnes and Noble College, 
2015).  They also value internships and practical experiences integrated into their educational 
journey (Seemiller & Grace, 2016). 
A 2018 qualitative brand study conducted with 139 prospective students revealed that 
Generation Z students are looking for a university that is welcoming, fun, and family friendly 
(ISU Office of Marketing, 2018).  They want a lot of choices, opportunities, and activities, as 
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well as access to technology and innovation.  The reputation of the university and program is 
important, and they want to gain the skills necessary to get a good job.  Students like one-on-
one instruction and would like college to be affordable (ISU Office of University Marketing, 
2018). 
Theoretical Framework 
The framework for this study is based on two models: Chapman’s model of college 
student choice (1981; see Figure 1) and Hodges’ and Karpova’s factors influencing the 
selection of a college major (2010; see Figure 2).  Chapman’s (1981) model stated that major 
choice is influenced by student characteristics in combination with several external 
influences.  Student characteristics pertain to aspiration and high school performance.  The 
external influences include significant persons, fixed college characteristics, and efforts made 
by the college to communicate with students.  Chapman (1981) stated, “The model also 
provides a framework for continued research on college choice” (p. 503). 
 
Figure 1.  Model of college student choice. 
Adapted with permission from “A model of college student choice,” by D. Chapman, 1981.  
The Journal of Higher Education 52(5), p. 492.  Copyright 1981 by Ohio State University 
Press.  (Appendix A). 
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Hodges’ and Karpova’s (2010) model has three overarching components that 
determine choice of major: interpersonal factors, personal characteristics, and environmental 
factors.  Interpersonal factors are people and their perceptions of college that influence the 
student’s choice of major.  Personal characteristics include demographic elements of 
socioeconomic status, race, and gender, as well as psychographic attributes such as interests, 
aptitude, or values.  Environmental factors are qualities related to the institution such as cost, 
prestige, and type of program along with career- and industry-related elements such as 
employment opportunity, salary, and industry dynamics.  This model was developed for the 
fashion industry specifically, but it has “theoretical implications for explaining the process of 
college major selection in general, and with regard to other majors, because it is capable of 
incorporating any influencing factor that can be classified into one of the three categories” 
(Hodges & Karpova, 2010, p. 74). 
 
Figure 2.  Hodges and Karpova (2010) Factors influencing the selection of a college major. 
Reprinted with permission from “Majoring in fashion: A theoretical framework for 
understanding the decision-making process” by N. Hodges and E. Karpova, 2010, 
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International Journal of Fashion Design, Technology and Education, 3(2), p.68. Copyright 
2010 by Taylor & Francis.  (Appendix A). 
College Choice Decision-making Behavior 
College choice behavior has been studied at length with models developed to describe 
the process.  Some models divide the process into three broad phases, and others have seven 
or more, but the basic premise for all the models is very similar.  The process begins with the 
pre-search phase or the decision to continue their education (Chapman, 1981; Hossler & 
Gallagher, 1987; Litten, 1982).  This phase begins when the student first starts thinking about 
going to college and can last several years depending on when the student began his or her 
search.  Parents play a significant role in this stage, and higher learning institutions have little 
impact on the decision-making process during this time (Chapman, 1981; Hossler & 
Gallagher, 1987).  Factors that students use during this phase include assessment of the cost, 
value, and benefits of higher education along with family circumstance, lifestyle, and values 
(Chapman, 1981). 
The second major phase is the search phase where students begin acquiring 
information about colleges and seeking input from those individuals that they consider 
knowledgeable on the subject.  These individuals include high school educators, relatives, 
friends, and alumni (Chapman, 1981).  During this phase, students begin searching for the 
group of institutions to which they will eventually apply, and institutional communication 
has a modest influence on the choice (DesJardins et al., 1999; Hossler & Gallagher, 1987).  
This is a very active time where students may visit campuses, research information about the 
school, and the schools may send information to the prospective student.  According to 
Chapman (1981), “A variety of information sources are tapped by students so that they may 
form a belief about what life would be like at specific colleges” (p. 247). 
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The final phase is choice.  The student chooses the institution(s) and submits 
applications (Chapman, 1981; DesJardins et al., 1999; Hossler & Gallagher, 1987).  
Institutions have a minor impact on this phase (Hossler & Gallagher, 1987).  Search behavior 
ends, and decisions are made.  Chapman (1981) found that students apply to colleges based 
on their interest in the programs and the likelihood of acceptance.  Figure 3 describes a three-
phase model of college choice by Hossler and Gallagher (1987). 
 
Figure 3.  Hossler and Gallagher (1987) three-phase model of college choice. 
Adapted from “Studying student college choice: A three-phase model and the implications 
for policymakers,” by D. Hossler and K. Gallagher, 1987.  The Journal of the American 
Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers 62(3), p. 208. 
Factors Influencing Choice of College Major 
Interpersonal factors 
Interpersonal factors are individuals and their opinions that influence a student’s 
decision to choose a major (Chapman, 1981).  Generation Z considers parents, teachers, 
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being at the top of that list (Seemiller & Grace, 2016).  They do not consider supervisors, 
religious leaders, professional athletes, or political leaders as role models or trustworthy 
individuals (Seemiller & Grace, 2016). 
Significant persons 
The influence of significant persons on a student’s decision to choose a major and an 
institution has been researched at length.  Significant people influence a student in three 
ways: their comments about the college shape the student’s perception, they may offer 
suggestions about where the student should go to college, and close friends may encourage 
the student to attend where they are going (Chapman, 1981).  Both Chapman (1981) and 
Hodges and Karpova (2010) included significant persons as part of their models, and those 
persons included parents, friends, high school personnel and college instructors. 
Parents or guardians have been reported to have the most influence according to 
several studies regardless of major or college.  Foreman, Retallick, and Smalley (2018); 
Smith-Hollins, Elbert, Baggett, and Wallace (2015); Swan and De Lay (2014); Rayfield, 
Murphrey, Skaggs, and Shafer (2013); Rocca (2013); Herren, Cartmell, and Robertson 
(2011) all found parents and guardians to be the most influential people in a student’s 
decision to attend an institution and major in an agriculture field.  Wildman and Torres 
(2001) cited that role models had the most influence followed by parents to major in 
agriculture.  Klein and Washburn (2012) and Robinson, Garton, and Washburn (2007) cited 
that relatives who had an interest in agriculture were the biggest influencers in the significant 
person’s category.  Stair, Danjean, Blackburn, and Bunch (2016) also found that parents or 
guardians were more influential than other people but the mean score fell within the 
moderately influential category, and role models, friends, and other relatives fell within the 
12 
somewhat influential category.  Esters and Bowen (2005) found that the female parent was 
considered the most influential but was rated as low influence while the male parent was 
third in the ranking at very low influence.  In the 2016 Cooperative Institutional Research 
Program (CIRP) first-year survey, a study conducted yearly that surveys more than 130,000 
first-year students from 184 institutions of higher education, and over 70 different majors 
found that parents were the highest ranked individual influencers, but only 16.6% indicated 
they were influential (Eagan et al., 2017) 
Friends are another critical influencer in the college choice decision-making process.  
The definition of friends varies in the literature from high school friend, friends in college, to 
and family friends.  Foreman et al. (2018); Smith-Hollins et al. (2015); Swan and De Lay 
(2014); Esters and Bowen (2005); Rocca and Washburn (2005); and Donnermeyer and Kreps 
(1994) had friends rated as either the second or third most influential person in choice of 
major. 
The research found that role models also play a role in influencing a student’s major 
choice decision (Barkley & Parrish, 2005; Robinson et al., 2007).  Less influential 
individuals include agriculture educators, former graduates, and university faculty and staff 
(Barkley & Parrish, 2005; Herren, 2003; Herren et al., 2011). 
Outside of the college of agriculture, Malgwi, Howe, and Burnaby (2005) found that 
influential people were really not very significant in the decision-making process of choosing 
a major in business.  Overall, significant persons do influence a student’s decision, but there 
is a great deal of variation in the degree of influence that a person provides.  Parents or 
guardians are listed as the most influential, but that level of influence ranges from extremely 
influential to slightly influential throughout the research. 
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Personal Characteristics 
Personal characteristics have two distinct categories: one is demographic information 
or objective characteristics and the other is psychographic or subjective characteristics about 
the student (Hodges & Karpova, 2010).  Demographic data include age, gender, ethnicity, 
socioeconomic status, high school performance, religion, and parents’ educational levels.  
Psychographic data include the student’s interest and ability in the subject, personality traits, 
work values, previous experiences, personality, and aspirations (Chapman, 1981; Hodges & 
Karpova, 2010; Litten, 1982; Vrontis, Thrassou, & Melanthiou, 2007). 
Objective characteristics 
This category includes demographic information such as age, gender, ethnicity, and 
socioeconomic status (Chapman, 1981; Hodges & Karpova, 2010).  Smith-Hollins et al. 
(2015) found significant differences in gender pertaining to personal influences, as males 
were more likely to choose a career related to agriculture than females based on people and 
experiences.  Whites were also more likely to choose a career in agriculture based on 
personal experiences than non-whites (Smith-Hollins et al., 2015).  Students from a farm or 
rural background were significantly more likely to choose a career based on school-related 
influencers than those from urban and suburban areas (Smith-Hollins et al., 2015).  Foreman, 
Smalley, and Retallick (2019) found that students who majored in a production agriculture 
degree program were more likely to grow up on a farm or rural area than those who chose 
non-production agriculture majors.  Outside the field of agriculture, Malgwi et al. (2005) 
found that female business majors were  more influenced by aptitude and interest in the 
subject than male business majors were. 
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Subjective characteristics 
This category includes interest in the subject, aptitude, personality, and work ethic 
(Chapman, 1981; Hodges & Karpova, 2010).  Interest in the subject is an essential 
determinant of major choice in several studies.  Pritchard et al. (2018) found that for 
communication, humanities, sciences, business, and pre-professional majors, “creating the 
right match between students and their chosen major does increase overall satisfaction” (p. 
14).  Education, business, and marketing majors indicated that when the major matches with 
the personal interests of the student then it is probable that the job prospects following 
graduation will also fit the personal strengths and interests of the individual (Beggs, 
Bantham, & Taylor, 2008).  Three studies conducted with colleges of agriculture students 
found that having a major that seems interesting and a good fit for their personality was 
significant in determining major and college choice (Barkley & Parrish, 2005; Shrestha, 
Suvedi, & Foster, 2011; Tarpley & Miller, 2004).  DeMarie and Aloise-Young (2003) 
conducted a study with education and business majors to determine whether interest played a 
role in a student’s major choice decision.  No participant in the study indicated that he or she 
was uninterested in their major, and 99.8% responded to some level of interest in their major.  
The 2016 CIRP first-year survey found that 83.8% of first-year students surveyed indicated 
that interest in the subject was significant in their decision to attend college (Eagan et al., 
2017). 
Personal interests 
Students who major in agriculture have an interest in science and enjoy taking science 
courses in high school (Stair et al., 2016; Tarpley & Miller, 2004).  Pritchard et al. (2018) 
conducted an entire study concerning personality and choice of major with a variety of 
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different majors outside the field of agriculture.  They concluded that a student’s choice of 
major and satisfaction with that major, in part, are due to the intrinsic traits of the student and 
less about the academic aspects of the major itself (Pritchard et al., 2018).  Working with 
animals, being outdoors, and working with people and/or plants were all influential in the 
decision-making process of selecting a major in agriculture and ultimately a career (Stair et 
al., 2016; Wildman & Torres, 2001).  Generation Z students are motivated by an interest in 
making a difference in the world and advocating for a cause that is important to them 
(Seemiller & Grace, 2016).  The 2016 CIRP first-year survey found that 83.3% of incoming 
first-year student chose their major because they wanted to “learn more about things that 
interest me” (Eagan et al., 2017, p. 43). 
Previous agricultural experiences 
4-H and FFA experience, working on a farm, working in an agricultural field such as 
a veterinary hospital, or prior exposure to a career in the field of study have all been 
researched and determined to be a motivating factor when it comes to choosing a major 
(Esters & Bowen, 2005; Foreman et al., 2018; Rayfield et al., 2013; Rocca, 2013).  Stair et 
al. (2016); Donnermeyer and Kreps (1994); and Barkley and Parrish (2005) all found that 
previous experiences in agriculture had a significant impact on choice of major.  These 
experiences included science courses, prior experiences in agriculture, and relatives working 
in the agriculture field (Barkley & Parrish, 2005; Donnermeyer & Kreps, 1994; Stair et al., 
2016). 
4-H and FFA experiences have been categorized in various ways in previous 
research.  Herren et al. (2011) placed 4-H and FFA experiences in a category called 
information sources while others classified these experiences as exposure to agriculture 
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(Swan & De Lay, 2014) or activities participated in during high school (Rayfield et al., 
2013).  Participation in these two organizations had mixed reviews regarding their influence 
on choice of major.  Participation in 4-H science and technology programs does influence 
interest in science, and 4-H members may be more likely to choose a major in a science field 
(Heck, Carlos, Barnett, & Smith, 2012).  Students who participate in 4-H and FFA as youth 
are more likely to be active in student organizations and serve as leaders than their 
counterparts at land-grant universities (Park & Dyer, 2005).  The number of former 4-H and 
FFA members majoring in agriculture at ISU is still a quarter of the population of students 
(Foreman et al., 2018).  Shrestha et al. (2011) found that participation in 4-H and/or FFA was 
somewhat important in the decision to declare a major in agriculture. 
Previous experiences and communication with the university 
Experiences and communication with the university have been identified in the 
research as significant motivating factors for selecting a major in agriculture.  Klein and 
Washburn’s (2012) qualitative study mentioned that “The familiarity of having been on 
campus provided a sense of comfort in knowing what to expect” (p. 67).  Participation in on-
campus events such as academic contests, career development events, athletic events, music 
recitals, and theater competitions are useful in selecting a college and should be offered by 
institutions (Robinson et al., 2007).  Rocca (2013) conducted a study comparing motivating 
factors between matriculant and non-matriculant students and found that participation in 
student activity events on campus was the most useful source of information for non-
matriculant students and the second most critical factor for matriculant students.  A study 
conducted at California Polytechnic State University by Swan and De Lay (2014) indicated 
that more than half of their respondents participated in some type of on-campus experience 
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before enrolling at the university.  Participation in on-campus events before enrolling was 
considered to be one of the most influential factors in choosing a college to attend (Robinson 
et al., 2007). 
Campus visits.  Campus visits and tours of campus have been utilized to recruit 
prospective students regardless of major.  Several studies looked at the influence of campus 
visits on final college or selection of major, and a campus visit has always ranked as one of 
the top five factors (Herren et al., 2011; Rocca, 2013; Robinson et al., 2007; Rocca & 
Washburn, 2005; Swan & De Lay, 2014).  Okerson (2016) conducted research with non-
agriculture majors and found that a campus visit allows a prospective student to gain a feel 
for what the college experience will be like and provides him or her the opportunity to 
interact with faculty, staff, and students.  Generation Z also values face-to-face 
communication even in the age of technology.  Seemiller and Grace (2016) found that 83% 
of Generation Z students want to talk face-to-face because it allows them to connect with the 
person and campus visits can provide that personal connection.  The CIRP first-year student 
2016 survey reported that 46.7% of respondents indicated that campus visits were crucial in 
making their college decision.  This was the highest rating ever for this question since it first 
appeared on the survey in 2003 (Eagan et al., 2017).  Women rate campus visits as more 
influential (54.6%) than men do (40.4%; Eagan et al., 2017). 
Communication.  Communication with the university includes websites, personal 
letters from the university, recruitment booths, advertisements, and promotional materials.  
This category is a mixed bag of results as it pertains to influencing choice of college or 
major.  Robinson et al. (2007) found that only 22% of first-time students utilized information 
on a website and printed university material was considered the least useful source of 
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information.  Rocca (2013) found that advertisements were the least useful sources of 
information and websites and printed publications were moderately useful, having a mean of 
3.60 on a 5-point scale.  Herren et al. (2011) found that websites and printed publications 
from both the university and the college were also moderately influential and were ranked in 
the top 7 factors in a list of 28.  However, the study found that telephone calls from 
university officials and multimedia advertisements were among the least useful sources of 
information about the university and college.  Rayfield et al. (2013) found that recruitment 
materials, in general, were not found to be influential in determining choice of major for 
Texas A&M University’s College of Agriculture and Life Science.  The university’s Internet 
sources were rated as most influential with 12.7% indicating that it was extremely influential, 
but 14.5% indicated it was not influential.  The least influential materials were multimedia 
advertisements with less than 1% of respondents indicating a level of influence (Rayfield et 
al., 2013). 
Environmental Factors 
Environmental factors are divided into two categories: university-related and career-
related.  Hodges and Karpova (2010) described institutional factors as a reputation of a 
school, introductory class size, and quality of instruction.  Career factors include perceptions 
of employment opportunity and potential earning.  Chapman (1981) divided the 
environmental factors into fixed college factors and efforts of the college to communicate 
with students.  Fixed college factors include location, costs, campus environment and 
availability of programs. 
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Environmental factors university-related 
The academic reputation of the university and department, both perceived and real, is 
very important to the current generation of students.  The 2016 CIRP first-year survey found 
that 64.6% of incoming first-year student chose their college based on its academic 
reputation where reputation was identified as the ability to obtain a good job, admission to 
top graduate programs, and academic reputation (Eagan et al., 2017).  Pritchard et al. (2018) 
found that the reputation of the program was an important influencer in a study conducted 
with students enrolled in non-agriculture majors at four higher education institutions.  The 
teaching reputation of faculty and reputation of the major department in the college of 
agriculture were all considered influential with 60% of respondents indicating some level of 
influence and the average being somewhat influential (Stair et al., 2016).  Quality and 
reputation of the courses, faculty, and facilities were all considered moderately influential by 
students regardless of their entrance status into the university (Rocca, 2013).  Klein and 
Washburn (2012) and Beggs et al. (2008) both conducted qualitative studies with various 
majors and both found that students wanted to attend a university and a program that was 
considered prestigious by the industry as well as influential people in their lives.  Four other 
studies (Shrestha et al., 2011; Robinson et al., 2007; Rocca & Washburn, 2005; Wildman & 
Torres, 2001) all found that reputation of the department, faculty, and facilities were ranked 
in the top five factors of influence for college of agriculture majors. 
Cost.  Cost of the university and financial aid have changed over time concerning 
their level of influence on choosing a college.  More than 80% of Generation Z students 
surveyed reported being concerned about the costs of higher education and how to pay for it 
(Seemiller & Grace, 2016).  The 2016 CIRP first-year survey reported that 47.2% of 
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incoming first-year students surveyed responded that the cost of attending college was 
significant in their college choice and 46.6% were offered financial aid.  The 2016 CIRP 
first-year study went on to conclude that even though the cost of attending is important: 
Although concerns about the cost of attending college and strategies to finance 
college continue to be at the forefront of students’ and parents’ minds, first-time, full-
time students entering college in the fall of 2016 placed less weight than previous 
cohorts on economic considerations when deciding whether to pursue higher 
education:  instead, they drew their motivation for a college degree from a place of 
personal and intellectual development (Eagan et al., 2017, p. 8). 
A 2007 study of first-time enrollees in an agriculture program indicated that the cost of 
college ranked ninth of 17 characteristics that influence college choice (Robinson et al., 
2007).  A similar study conducted in 2013 with the same characteristics ranked cost as the 
third most important influencer (Rocca, 2013). 
Financial aid.  Financial aid and scholarships also have varying degrees of influence 
over college choice.  Foreman et al. (2018) found that 24.2% of students indicated that 
scholarships were significant in their decision-making process.  A 2016 study conducted by 
Stair et al. (2016) found that 45.5% of agriculture students indicated that scholarships had no 
influence on their decision, and Wildman and Torres (2001) found that 62% were not 
influenced by scholarship offerings.  Other studies found that scholarship offerings are 
ranked as moderately influential in the decision-making process (Klein & Washburn, 2012; 
Robinson et al., 2007; Rocca, 2013; Rocca & Washburn, 2005; Shrestha et al., 2011). 
Campus environment.  Campus environment and friendliness of the students were 
found to be influencers for students.  Four studies, in particular, addressed the factor of the 
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campus environment to some degree.  Klein and Washburn’s (2012) qualitative study 
indicated that “friendly people” were mentioned in all 12 interviews as a positive influencer 
of their college decision.  Participants stated that the friendliness of the campus students 
made them feel welcome and comfortable at the university.  Stair et al. (2016) reported that 
the friendly atmosphere of the college of agriculture was the most crucial factor for 
participants in this study.  In Rayfield’s et al. (2013) study, 22% of participants indicated that 
the friendliness of the college was very influential in their college decision.  Barkley and 
Parrish (2005) had similar findings, as participants ranked friendly atmosphere second in the 
list of university factors. 
Location.  The town or city in which the campus is located and distance from home 
are another set of factors that several studies have researched.  Seemiller and Grace (2016) 
found that more than half of today’s students think that location and campus facilities are 
important in their selection of a college.  The 2016 CIRP first-year survey found that 21% of 
participants chose their college because they wanted to live near home.  Rocca (2013) 
compared matriculants and non-matriculants and found that distance from home ranked third 
and fourth for both groups, but the city in which the campus was located ranked 10th for 
matriculants and first for non-matriculants.  Distance from home and city ranked 11th and 
12th respectively of 17 factors in Robinson’s et al. study (2007).  Rocca and Washburn 
(2005) found that distance from home and the city where the campus was located were both 
moderately influential. 
Other factors.  Other factors that fit in the environmental factors of the university 
included class size, housing, the variety of majors offered, and extracurricular activities.  
Class size was addressed in four studies with all four finding that students considered this a 
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slightly influential factor in their decision (Robinson et al., 2007; Rocca, 2013; Rocca & 
Washburn, 2005; Shrestha et al., 2011).  Those same studies examined the variety of majors 
offered, and there were differences in the findings.  Rocca (2013) found that students 
regarded the variety of majors as the second most critical factor, rating it at 3.83 on a 5-point 
scale.  Robinson et al. (2007) had a lower ranking at eighth of 17 for the variety of majors 
offered, but it still scored in the moderately influential category with a mean of 3.79.  Rocca 
and Washburn (2005) indicated that the range of majors was also moderately influential 
(3.87) and had an overall ranking of the seventh of 17 factors. 
The number of extracurricular activities that a university or department offers has a 
bearing on college choice.  The 2016 CIRP first-year survey indicated that 50.8% of 
respondents consider social and extracurricular activities very important (Eagan et al., 2017).  
Klein and Washburn (2012) also found that being involved in campus activities and clubs 
was an important component of college choice. 
Environmental factors career-related 
This factor includes everything that deals with employment during and after obtaining 
a degree.  Potential income, career opportunities, and internships are all environmental 
influences that fit within the career factor.  Hodges and Karpova (2010) found that there is a 
link between choice of major and choice of occupation after graduation.  Generation Z is 
motivated by the opportunity for career advancement and the need to have a stable career 
path (Seemiller & Grace, 2016).  They are not necessarily motivated by money, even though 
they are concerned with having financial stability (Seemiller & Grace, 2016).  Only 28% of 
these students would be motivated to stay in a career for a higher salary because they are 
more motivated by working for something they are passionate about (Hampton & Keys, 
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2016; Seemiller & Grace, 2016).  Career preparation was the top factor in choosing a college 
for Generation Z according to a study conducted by Barnes and Noble College (2015). 
Potential income.  Pritchard et al. (2018) found that salary and benefits were an 
influencer in choice of major, as well as the opportunity to strengthen the free market system.  
The 2016 CIRP first-year survey reported that 72.6% of first-year students surveyed 
indicated that making more money was a significant factor in their decision to attend college 
(Eagan et al., 2017).  Level of pay was slightly more important to men than women, but 
overall, was moderately influential in the selection of a major by business students (Malgwi 
et al., 2005).  Of agriculture students at Louisiana State University, 42% indicated that 
income after college was a strong consideration in their choice of major (Stair et al., 2016).  
Rayfield et al. (2013) found that 20% of agriculture majors were highly influenced by 
income gained after college.  Students surveyed in the college of agriculture at Kansas State 
University indicated that potential income was somewhat influential in their major choice 
(Barkley & Parrish, 2005). 
Career opportunities.  Placement rates after graduation and future job market 
opportunities have been researched at length, and the results are very similar from each 
study.  These factors are important in the decision to choose a major as well as a college.  
Foreman et al. (2018) found that 52.7% of new students entering one of two Midwest land-
grant institutions indicated that job placement after graduation was an influential factor in 
choosing their institution.  Potential job opportunities ranked third with incoming business 
students indicating it was an important influencer in their decision to select a major (Malgwi 
et al., 2005).  Other studies also found that career opportunities after graduation are a strong 
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influencer of selecting a college major (Barkley & Parrish, 2005; Rayfield et al., 2013; Stair 
et al., 2016; Wildman & Torres, 2001). 
Internships.  Generation Z comes to college wanting to get a job and providing 
internship opportunities is very important to these young people (Seemiller & Grace, 2016).  
Gaining training for a specific career was ranked as very important by 77.9% of first-year 
students in the 2016 CIRP first-year survey (Eagan et al., 2017).  Foreman et al. (2018) found 
that 47.9% of respondents indicated that getting an internship was important in their decision 
to choose a college. 
Conceptual framework 
Utilizing the previous research presented in this literature review, a revised model of 
major choice was created.  This model is based on Chapman’s (1981) and Hodges’s and 
Karpova’s (2010) models and is represented in Figure 4.  This model includes all of the 
factors from Chapman’s (1981) model and adds the career factors as well as additional 
college factors from Hodges’s and Karpova’s (2010) model along with previous agriculture 
experiences discussed in previous research. 
 
Figure 4.  Revised model of college student choice. 
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Summary 
The body of research shows that people, previous experiences, and environmental 
factors related to the university all serve as influencers in students selecting a major in 
college.  Career interests have just recently been added to the long list of factors that 
influence the selection of a major.  This study added to the body of existing research on what 
factors influence students to select a major and sought to determine if any differences exist 
among the various majors within the CALS.  
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CHAPTER 3.  RESEARCH DESIGN 
 This was a quantitative descriptive survey research design study.  This type of 
research design was chosen because it allowed the researcher to answer the questions of who 
and what factors influenced a student’s decision to choose their major.  Descriptive surveys 
are useful for large populations where the researcher is collecting demographic information, 
preferences, attitudes, or interest (Ary, Jacobs, & Sorensen, 2010, p. 28). 
Subjects 
The target population for this study was all first-year students enrolled in ISU’s 
CALS in the fall of 2017.  Enrollment statistics for all first-time entering students enrolled in 
the 2017 fall semester in CALS is in Table 2. 
Contact information for these students was obtained through ISU’s Office of the 
Registrar.  According to the registrar, 1,132 students were classified as first-year students.  
There were 1,132 students in the total population of those transferring and direct from high 
school (transfer and first-year students).  To reduce sampling error, the entire population was 
included in the survey. 
Instrumentation 
The survey instrument (Appendix B) was developed by the researcher based on 
qualitative interviews, a survey developed by Herren (2003), as well as a review of the 
literature.  A qualitative focus group and personal interviews were used to establish a list of 
parameters that first-year students used to select a major at ISU CALS.  Focus groups and 
interviews work well to determine perceptions, feelings, and thoughts of participants, which 
allow the researcher to understand the meaning behind the facts (Grudens-Schuck, Allen, & 
Larson, 2004; Witkin & Altschuld, 1995). 
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Multiple-category design was utilized for the interviews, dividing them by entrance 
into the university and hometown, which allowed the researcher to compare information 
between groups (Krueger & Casey, 2009).  The groups were divided to make them more 
homogenous because individuals do not share as freely in an extremely diverse group 
(Grudens-Schuck et al., 2004).  Focus group interviews are a structured process for a small 
group of people who help get in-depth views regarding the topic.  Focus groups do not gain 
consensus but rather allow for participants to share how they feel about the topic and hear the 
views of others (Witkin & Altschuld, 1995). 
The validity of the qualitative research was established using member checks 
(Creswell, 2013).  The researcher allowed the participants from the interview to check the 
preliminary findings for accuracy and credibility.  This was done by writing key points on a 
flip chart or notepad during the group interview and then asking participants to make sure 
their thoughts were captured accurately. 
The population for survey development interviews was the set of first-year students 
enrolled in ISU’s CALS who were at least 18 years old.  In fall of 2017, according to the 
enrollment statistics, 810 first-year students and 319 transfer students were enrolled in ISU’s 
CALS.  Participants were informed of the study during a required introductory class for first-
year students and first-year students within their major.  Two hundred students expressed 
interest in participating in the study by completing a short survey that asked for contact 
information.  The following departments were included in the study because they have an 
introductory 110 class where the researcher was allowed to present: 
● agriculture education and studies, 
● agricultural and biosystems engineering, 
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● animal science, 
● agronomy, and 
● economics (agriculture business). 
Two hundred students volunteered to participate in the study, and they were divided 
into six homogeneous groups because extremely diverse groups decrease the quality of the 
data.  Participants may not share as honestly when included in a group of different 
individuals (Grudens-Schuck et al., 2004).  Transfer students were kept separate from direct 
from high school, and farm and rural participants were grouped separately from those who 
came from an urban area or city.  The following groups were formed: 
• transfer students from a central city or suburbs of a city over 50,000 (36 students were 
invited, and 2 students participated in a small group interview); 
• transfer students from a rural, non-farm town under 10,000 and town or city with 
fewer than 50,000 (34 students were invited, and 3 participated in the focus group, 1 
in an individual interview); 
• transfer students from a farm (33 students were invited, and 2 participated in a small 
group interview); 
• students entering directly from high school from a farm (65 students were invited, 4 
participated in the focus group interview, 3 participated in a small group interview); 
• students entering directly from high school from a rural, non-farm town under 10,000 
and town or city with less than 50,000 (43 students were invited, 1 participated in the 
focus group interview, 3 participated in a small group interview); and 
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• students entering directly from high school from a central city or suburbs of a city 
over 50,000 (54 students were invited, 2 participated in the focus group, 1 in an 
individual interview). 
Volunteers were invited to participate in the focus groups via email invitation, but due 
to the low participant turn-out, 8 individual or small group interviews were conducted during 
the fall of 2017, with 12 of the participants and 1 focus group was held with 10 participants 
for a total of 22 participants. 
A semi-structured interview process with open-ended questions was used to conduct 
the interviews.  DiCicco-Bloom and Crabtree (2006) recommended the semi-structured 
interview format for group interviews when observations were not being utilized.  Creswell 
(2013) recommended that interview protocols contain five to seven questions.  The interview 
protocol was reviewed by a panel of three experts and changes made based on their 
recommendations.  The experts were faculty and staff members in the department of 
agricultural education at two major land-grant institutions.  Two were considered experts in 
the field of evaluation and the third had conducted recruitment research.  The protocol 
contained seven open-ended questions based on the research objectives, review of the 
literature and two models: model of college student choice (Chapman, 1981) and factors 
influencing the selection of a college major (Hodges & Karpova, 2010).  Each participant 
was asked to complete a short, four-question survey before the interview (Appendix C).  This 
survey was to help participants begin thinking about why they chose their major, have them 
commit to a point of view before the interview, and to expedite the interview process 
(Levings, personal communication, October 11, 2017). 
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The interview protocol is included in Appendix D.  The protocol included two 
questions to help participants engage and feel comfortable during the interview.  The next 
four questions related to the three overarching factors from the review of the literature: 
personal, interpersonal, and environmental factors.  The next question asked the participants 
to look at the revised model of college student choice (Figure 4) to provide feedback.  
Finally, participants were asked to review their initial questionnaire to see if there was 
anything they had not mentioned that was listed on their card. 
All interviews were held at ISU in either a conference room or classroom.  The 
interview began by reiterating the purpose and objectives and stating that the subjects’ 
participation was entirely voluntary, and they did not have to answer the questions.  
Participants completed an informed consent form based on the Institutional Review Board 
protocol.  Further explanation included the recording of the interview and confidentiality of 
their responses.  Interviews were digitally recorded using a handheld recorder and responses 
were documented on a flip chart or notepaper by the researcher. 
Participants were asked to start by thinking back to when they first began considering 
colleges and what prompted them to gather information about schools and majors.  The next 
series of questions probed into what specific factors went into their decision to select a major.  
The questions were divided by personal, interpersonal, and environmental factors.  A 
definition of each of those terms was given before asking the questions.  Follow-up questions 
were asked for clarification or to probe for more detailed explanations.  The interview ended 
by having participants react to the revised model of college student choice based on 
Chapman’s (1981) and Hodges’ and Karpova’s (2010) models as shown in Figure 4.  After 
studying the model for a few minutes, participants gave their feedback on what they thought 
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of the model, what was missing, and if something should not be included.  The interviews 
lasted about 40 minutes and the focus groups lasted 1 hour and each was transcribed later.  
The researcher conducted all interviews and transcriptions. 
Creswell (2013) described qualitative data analysis as a five-part process.  The first 
step was organizing the data, which was done by transcription of all audio files promptly 
after each interview and inserting observations and written notes in brackets into the 
transcript.  The researcher used Temi, an online transcription software to transcribe each 
interview.  The second step involved reading all of the transcripts and getting a clearer idea 
of the entire interview process.  Third, a coding process known as the template approach was 
conducted to identify keywords and phrases in each interview.  This process applied 
categories based on previous research (DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree, 2006).  The following 
codes were identified based on the revised model of college student choice: 
1. personal factor code, 
2. interpersonal factor code, 
3. environmental–college factors code, and 
4. environmental–career factors code. 
Responses were organized utilizing the four codes.  These codes were analyzed to 
determine themes, which represented the major ideas from the interviews.  The fourth step 
was interpreting the data, which means “abstracting out beyond the codes and themes to the 
larger meaning” (Creswell, 2013, p. 187).  Finally, the data collected were represented in the 
form of text, tables, and or figures.  The results of the interviews were combined with 
previous literature, and a survey was built. 
Figure  SEQ Figure \* ARABIC 5 Model of College Student Choice 
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The Internet-based descriptive survey was designed using Dillman, Smyth, and 
Christian’s (2014) tailored design method to determine the value of each factor and compare 
factors between majors and demographics.  The tailored design method was chosen because 
it allowed the researcher to customize a survey procedure based on the review of the 
literature and the types of people who completed the survey (Dillman et al., 2014).  The 
primary advantage of the tailored design method was that it reduced survey error and 
motivated members to respond in a timely fashion. 
The survey was divided by research objective and included five Likert-type questions 
that covered personal, interpersonal, and environmental factors influencing enrollment.  
Demographic objectives were addressed using seven multiple-choice and short-answer 
questions.  The survey was developed using Qualtrics, an Internet-based tool. 
Content and face validity were determined by a panel of experts in the CALS at ISU 
and the University of Tennessee.  Two of the experts were university recruiters for their 
respective colleges of agriculture, and the third expert was a professor in the department of 
agricultural education and studies with published articles on the topic of student recruitment.  
Appendix E contains the evaluation rubric that each expert was asked to complete when 
reviewing the instrument.  Additional factors were added that would relate to those students 
majoring in human science fields that are a part of the CALS as a result of the review.  The 
instrument was field tested with a sample of students from the sample population, and then a 
follow-up focus group was held with the pilot group.  The following questions were asked of 
the pilot group to ensure questions were understandable and that the survey was self-
explanatory and logical. 
• Did the survey read clearly? 
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• Were there any statements that you did not understand? 
• Is the order logical? 
The pilot group found that the survey was acceptable and no changes were made. 
Reliability was determined by conducting a test-retest with a group of 17 students, not 
from the sample population.  The test and retest were administered seven days apart, and then 
the Pearson r test was performed to determine the correlation between the first and second 
survey responses.  All questions came back with an r of .80 or higher.  Table 2 highlights the 
average r score for each question.  The parentheses indicate the number of statements within 
the question. 
Data Collection 
The survey used Dillman et al.’s (2014) guidelines for Internet and mobile survey 
implementation.  This approach did not use a pre-notice, and the number of follow-up 
reminders was determined once the survey had been deployed (Dillman et al., 2014).  The 
original email invitation stated the purpose of the study and included confidentiality, risk, 
voluntary participation, and a link to the survey.  The first reminder email was sent three days 
later, and the next three reminders were sent one week apart.  The final reminder was sent 13 
days after the third reminder and had a different tone from previous emails.  It focused on a 
friendly way to remind them that the survey was closing and that their input was valuable.  
Since response rates from the first two follow-up emails yielded good results, the researcher 
decided to send out a third reminder based on Dillman et al.’s (2014) recommendations that 
if several responses are received, then it is acceptable to send additional reminders.  
Appendix F contains copies of email notifications to participants.  Table 3 illustrates the 
email contact order. 
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The survey was administered through Qualtrics and began with the purpose of the 
study and reiterated that their participation was voluntary and they could end the survey at 
any time.  Confidentiality was also stressed in the beginning section.  Qualtrics was used to 
send all email notifications and keep track of respondents. 
Non-response error was controlled using a comparison of early to late respondents 
based on Linder, Murphy, and Briers’ protocol (2001).  Independent sample t-tests were used 
to compare the first wave (n = 188) of respondents; those who responded after the invitation 
to participation; to the final wave (n = 42); and those who participated after the final email 
reminder.  Means of the 66 statements were compared and based on the analysis, there were 
3 significant differences between the responses when comparing early and late responders: 
study abroad, the ISU website, and advertisements. In all three instances, the late responders 
indicated these factors were more influential than early responders.  Overall, the comparison 
of early to late responders provides evidence that the sample population was representative of 
the total population but exercise caution when generalizing study abroad, the ISU website, 
and advertisements.  Additionally, the researcher used the Clinical and Translational Science 
Institute’s confidence interval calculator (2018) to calculate confidence intervals at the 95% 
confidence level around the sample population to determine if the sample was representative 
of the population.  The results are presented in tables 4, 5, and 6.  When comparing the 
population to the sample by major, all majors with a sample size greater than 20 fell within 
their respective confidence intervals.  The comparison of gender indicated that neither males 
nor females were within the confidence interval.   Race was consolidated into two categories, 
White and non-White.  Both fell within their respective confidence intervals.  Response rates 
for each demographic are presented in Chapter 4. 
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Data Analysis 
Data analysis was completed with SPSS for Windows.  Both descriptive and 
inferential statistics were used to analyze the data.  Frequencies were used to describe gender, 
race, residence before college, entrance type into college, and major.  Crosstabs were used to 
compare differences among gender, race, residence before college, entrance type, and major. 
Table 1.  ISU’s CALS enrollment statistics of first-year students for fall 2017 
Enrollment by Major First-year Students Transfer Totals 
Agricultural and life sciences education 31 24 55 
Agricultural biochemistry 4 1 5 
Agricultural business 106 36 142 
Agricultural studies 40 46 86 
Agricultural systems technology 34 5 39 
Agriculture and life sciences exploration 8 3 11 
Agriculture and society 4 2 6 
Agronomy 45 27 72 
Animal ecology 61 35 96 
Animal science 250 53 303 
Biology 59 18 77 
Culinary food science 0 1 1 
Dairy science 3 2 5 
Pre-dietetics  12 3 15 
Environmental science 29 12 41 
Food science  19 1 20 
Forestry 12 17 29 
Genetics 15 2 17 
General pre-vet 15 6 21 
Global resource systems 13 5 18 
Horticulture 17 12 30 
Industrial technology 21 7 28 
Microbiology 12 4 16 
Total 810 319 1132 
Table 2.  Average r score 
Question Topic Average r 
1. Personal (7) .921 
2. Interpersonal (14) .858 
3. College information (14) .818 
4. Environmental college (21) .838 
5. Environmental career (9) .833 
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Table 3.  Email contact order 
Notice Date Sent Cumulative # of Responses Collected  
Invitation to participate March 20, 2018 188 
First reminder March 23, 2018 308 
Second reminder March 29, 2018 421 
Third reminder April 5, 2018 460 
Final reminder April 18, 2018 502 
Table 4.  Comparison of population to sample by major 






Agricultural and life sciences education 4.9 7.0 4.8-9.3 
Agricultural business 12.6 12.3 9.0-15.0 
Agricultural studies 7.6 7.2 5.1-9.9 
Agronomy 6.5 7.6 5.5-10.3 
Animal ecology 8.5 9.5 7.0-12.4 
Animal science 26.8 24.3 21.0-28.1 
Biology 7.0 7.8 5.5-10.2 
Total 73.9 75.7  
Note. Only majors with a sample population of 20 or greater were compared. 
Table 5.  Comparison of population to sample by gender 
Gender % of Population % of Sample % Confidence Interval 
Male 41.5 36.3 32.3-39.0 
Female 58.5 63.7 59.0-65.0 
Total 100.0 100.0  
Table 6.  Comparison of population to sample by race 
Race % of Population % of Sample % Confidence Interval 
White 91.0 91.8 89.0-94.0 
Non-White 9.0 8.2 6.0-10.6 
Total 100.0 100.0  




CHAPTER 4.  FINDINGS 
This study was a researcher-developed survey constructed using the results from the 
qualitative focus group and interviews as well as the literature review.  The instrument was 
tested for reliability by conducting a test-retest with a group of students not from the sample 
population.  Pearson’s r test was run, and all questions had an r score of .8 or higher.  The 
survey was administered in the spring of 2018 to all first-year students enrolled in ISU’s 
CALS in the fall semester of 2017, and the total population was 1,132 students.  Five 
hundred two responses were gathered for a response rate of 44.3%. 
Objective 1:  Identify Demographic Characteristics of First-Year Freshmen and 
Transfer Students Entering ISU’s CALS 
Subjects were asked a series of five demographic questions including gender, major, 
ethnicity, hometown, and type of entrance into the university.  There were 173 male 
respondents (36.3%), and 304 female respondents (63.7%) and 25 (5%) did not answer the 
question.  This was a response rate of 35.1% male and 47.8% female.  Table 7 displays the 
participants by major.  One respondent indicated a major in nutritional science, but according 
to the original data from the Office of the Registrar, no students declared nutritional science 
as a major in the population that was surveyed. 
Table 8 outlines the participants by ethnicity.  The majority (91.8%) of participants 
indicated that they were White, non-Hispanic.  Four participants indicated “other,” and they 
wrote in that they were multi-racial. 
The next demographic question asked participants to describe where they grew up.  
More than half of the respondents (67.7%) indicated that they grew up on a farm or in a rural 
area.  Table 9 displays the result for the hometown.  
38 
Table 10 describes the type of entrance into the university.  The majority (69.1%) 
entered into ISU directly from high school.  Twenty-nine percent were considered transfer 
students, coming from a community college or another university.  Ten responses were 
categorized as other, and those are listed in a table note. 
Objective 2: Identify Interpersonal Factors That Influenced Students’ Decision to 
Choose Their Major 
Interpersonal factors were divided into people and previous experiences that 
influenced the students’ choice of major.  To determine the individuals who influenced a 
students’ decision, participants were presented with a six-point Likert scale with zero being 
not applicable to six being extremely influential.  A question with 14 statements was 
presented.  Parents were the most influential, with 73.6% indicating that they were 
influential.  All other individuals were considered not influential.  The results are presented 
in order of influence and level of influence was determined by totaling slightly, moderately, 
very, and extremely influential together in Table 11. 
To determine what previous experiences and communication from the university 
influenced a students’ decisions to major in a degree program within CALS, participants 
were presented with a six-point Likert scale question with zero being not applicable to five 
being extremely impactful.  No participant chose the response extremely impactful in this 
question so that column was removed from the table.  The departmental website was the most 
influential with 74% indicating some level of impact.  Campus visits were the second most 
impactful previous experience with 67% of respondents indicating it was an impactful 
activity.  Participants selected the ISU website, letters from the university and college of 
agriculture’s website to be the top five most impactful factors.  All other factors were 
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selected as not impactful or not applicable by the majority of the participants.  The results are 
reflected by order of response rate in Table 12. 
Objective 3: Identify What Environmental Factors Influenced Students’ Decision to 
Choose Their Major 
These data were divided into two areas: factors concerning the university and factors 
concerning career opportunities.  The university data were further divided into factors 
concerning the university as a whole and factors concerning the department.  This 
information was collected using a 6-point Likert scale with 20 statements.  The data were a 
six-point scale with selections of: did not consider, not influential, slightly influential, 
moderately influential, very influential, and extremely influential.  The reputation of the 
university, quality of the facilities, campus environment and tuition were all considered 
influential with 50% or more of the participants giving this response.  Other friends attending 
and opportunities to conduct undergraduate research were considered not influential.  The 
results of the university factors are reflected in order of influence in Table 13. 
Departmental factors examined those items that were specific to the major.  
Overwhelmingly, participants chose a major that was something they would enjoy with 87% 
selecting this factor as influential.  Overall, every factor in this group was considered 
influential, and the results are summarized in Table 14. 
The final component of environment was career factors.  Career factors included five 
statements with a six-point Likert scale that was combined into three categories, not 
influential, moderately influential, and extremely influential.  Four of the five factors were 
considered extremely influential having 50% of the respondents indicating very or extremely 
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influential.  Career fair was the only factor that was not considered to be extremely 
important.  The results of career factors are reflected in Table 15. 
Objective 4:  Identify What Personal Characteristics Influenced Students’ Decision to 
Choose Their Major 
This was determined using a five-point Likert scale with seven statements.  Data were 
consolidated into three categories: not influential, moderately influential, and extremely 
influential.  All factors were rated as moderately influential or higher with enjoy working 
with animals receiving the most frequent response of extremely influential at 62% of subjects 
indicating this response.  Results are presented in Table 16. 
Objective 5: To Determine if the Factors That Influence Students’ Decision to Choose 
Their Major are Different Based on Demographics 
Crosstab analysis utilizing Cramer’s V was conducted to determine if there were any 
statistically significant differences between each factor and the demographics.  The data were 
combined into three levels of influence: not applicable, not influential, and influential.  All 
data were presented with statistically significant factors first, and then the remaining factors 
were listed in the order that the questions were asked within the survey. 
Gender was the first demographic variable that was calculated.  Community college 
instructor, community college counselor, and ISU alumni were the only individuals of the 
interpersonal factor that were statistically significant at p ≤ .05.  However, the strength of the 
relationships based on Cramer’s V was weak in all cases at .176 or lower.  A higher 
percentage of males indicated that community college instructors, community college 
counselors, and ISU alumni were more influential in their decision to major in agriculture 
than they were for females.  Using a frequency table and percentages, Table 17 illustrates 
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what the differences were between gender and the influence of significant people.  Cramer’s 
V is reported for only those factors that were statistically significant. 
Table 18 displays the data between gender and previous campus experiences and 
communication.  Participation in an on-campus athletic event and the departmental website 
were the only factors found to be statistically significant, but the strength of the relationship 
was weak in both cases.  Males indicated that on-campus athletic events were more 
influential than they were to females.  Females found the departmental website to be more 
influential than males did. 
Table 19 displays the results of comparing university factors between males and 
females.  The first 12 factors listed were found to be statistically significant, but the strength 
of the relationship was weak in all cases.  No strong relationships exist between gender and 
factors concerning the university.  Study abroad, campus environment, scholarships awarded, 
other financial aid, opportunities to conduct undergraduate research, quality, cost and 
availability of campus housing, variety of majors offered, class size, and extracurricular 
activities were more influential to females than males in choosing a major.  Another friend 
attending a university was more influential to males than females.  All other factors were 
considered influential for both genders. 
Table 20 displays the results of factors about the department and gender.  Only one 
factor, curriculum, was found to be statistically significant, and the Cramer’s V value was not 
a robust relationship.  Curriculum was more influential to females than males. 
Career factors formed the last environmental factor that was compared between 
genders.  The only statistically significant factor was opportunities for internships.  Females 
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considered internship opportunities to be more influential in choosing a major than males.  
Results for this factor are presented in Table 21. 
Personal factors and gender were compared in Table 22.  Two factors, enjoy being 
outdoors and previous work experience in the area of your major, were found to be 
statistically significant with very weak relationships.  For both of these factors, males 
indicated they were more influential than females. 
Objective 6:  Determine if the Factors that Influence Students’ Decision are Different 
Between Transfer Students and Students Entering Directly From High School 
Students who transferred from another university and those participants who selected 
“other” were not included in this section of the data due to the small response rates in those 
two categories.  Therefore, only those who transferred from a community college and those 
who entered directly from high school were included for a total of 455 participants in this 
sample.  Table 23 compares significant persons and entrance into the university.  Community 
college instructors and community college counselors were more influential to community 
college transfers.  The relationships were significant with strong and moderate relationships 
according to Cramer’s V.  Forty-six percent of community college transfers indicated that 
high school guidance counselors were not applicable in their decision compared to 24% of 
direct from high school students.  This was a statistically significant but weak relationship. 
Table 24 compares entry into the university and previous experiences and 
communication with the university.  No factors were statistically significant in this 
comparison.  Overall, campus visits, letters from ISU, and websites were the only factors 
considered impactful by either group with 50% or more indicating some level of influence 
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Nine factors dealing with the university were considered statistically significant when 
compared within the entrance into the university demographic.  These factors are listed as the 
first nine factors in Table 25.  Of these factors, availability of on-campus housing, cost of 
room and board, and scholarships are all considered to have moderate relationships due to 
their Cramer’s V score being between .20 and .50.  These factors include cost of room and 
board, availability of campus housing, scholarship awarded, quality of campus housing, 
study abroad, other friends attending, tuition, extracurricular opportunities and quality, and 
reputation of the students.  For all of these factors, students entering directly from high 
school found them more significant than student transferring from a community college. 
Factors dealing with the department were analyzed next, and results are listed in 
Table 26.  No statistically significant relationships were revealed between any of the factors 
and entrance into the university.  Overall, both groups considered all factors to be influential 
at some level.  Table 27 displays results from the comparison of career factors within 
entrance into the university.  No statistically significant differences were found between the 
groups.  All factors were considered influential by both groups.  Table 28 highlights the 
personal factors.  No factors in this category were considered statistically significant.  All 
factors in this category were deemed to be influential by both groups. 
Race and ethnicity were the next demographic to be analyzed.  The survey instrument 
divided race into six categories, but only the White, non-Hispanic category had enough 
respondents to analyze, so all other race and ethnicity categories were combined.  The total 
number of valid cases for this section of the research was 488.  The White, non-Hispanic 
group had 448 cases, and the other race category had 40 cases that included Hispanic or 
Latino, Native American, Black, African American, Asian/Pacific Islander and other.  
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Significant persons and race are reflected in Table 29.  Parents, 4-H educator, relative, ISU 
alumni, and high school friend were all considered statistically significant.  Parents were 
significantly more influential for White, non-Hispanic respondents than any other races at 
75%.  4-H educator, relative, ISU alumni, and high school friend were all more influential for 
White, non-Hispanic respondents than any other race.  Overall, the only person who was 
considered by the majority to be influential was a parent or guardian, and all other people fell 
into the non-influential or not applicable category. 
Race and ethnicity were compared within the previous campus experiences and 
communication.  No factor was found to be statistically significant.  Campus visits, letter 
from ISU, and websites were the only impactful events or previous communications in the 
race demographic.  Table 30 displays the results of this data. 
Table 31 compares university factors with the demographics of race and ethnicity.  
Significant differences were found in the location of the university, distance from home, the 
prestige of the university, opportunities to socialize and the reputation of the university.  All 
of these factors indicate that White, non-Hispanics found them more influential than other 
races. 
Table 32 reflects the comparison of factors within the department and race.  There 
were no statistically significant differences between races and departmental factors.  All 
factors were considered influential by both race categories with the factor, major I enjoy, 
being the most influential.  Table 33 displays the results for career factors and race.  No 
statistically significant differences were found, but all groups indicated each factor was 
influential.  Career fair was the least influential for both groups, and career opportunities was 
the most influential. 
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The final factor analyzed between races was personal factors, which is presented in 
Table 34.  Significance was found in the previous work experience in the field of your major 
factor.  White, non-Hispanic found this factor to be more influential than other races.  All 
other factors were considered influential by both groups with the enjoying a challenge factor 
having the most influence in this category. 
Place of residence before college was the next demographic factor that was analyzed 
for differences.  All groups were included in this analysis for a total number of 496 valid 
cases.  The first factor that was analyzed was significant people.  All were found to be 
statistically significant except one factor, high school friend.  Table 35 is arranged in order of 
significance by the strength of the association.  The first two factors listed, agriculture 
teacher and 4-H teacher, were considered moderate relationships and the next two factors, 
alumni and current CALS student, had a weak relationship at .20.  The remaining factors, 
while statistically significant, only had Cramer’s V values of less than .20.  Agriculture 
teacher, 4-H educator, ISU alumni, current CALS student, CALS faculty or staff, parent or 
guardian, relative, high school guidance counselor, other high school teacher, and CALS 
ambassador were most influential with participants from a farm background.  Community 
college counselor and high school science teacher were most influential with participants 
from an acreage.  Participants from a small town responded that community college 
instructors were not applicable more than any other major. 
Table 36 displays the results of residence before college and previous experiences or 
communications with the university.  Eight of the factors were found to be statistically 
significant, and they are listed in order of the strength of their relationship.  The first five 
factors all have weak relationships with a Cramer’s V value of .200 to .280.  Participants 
46 
from farms viewed participation in the following activities more influential than participants 
from other types of residences: on-campus 4-H event; on-campus FFA event; multimedia 
advertisements; athletic events held on campus; campus visits; ISU publication; CALS 
recruitment booth; and letter from ISU. 
The next comparison was between university factors and residence before entering 
college.  These data are captured in Table 37 and are organized by the strength of 
significance.  The first four factors were found to be statistically significant, but the Cramer’s 
V value on each one was weak.  All participants indicated that prestige of the university was 
an influential factor, but participants from a farm or city were influenced more by the 
prestige of the university than participants from other locations.  Quality of the on-campus 
students was influential in all groups with participants from a city and acreage indicating that 
it was the most influential at 90% or greater.  The influence of other friends was not a major 
influencer for any of the groups except farm residents.  Study abroad was least influential in 
participants from cities, but it was considered influential in all groups. 
Table 38 highlights comparisons between departmental factors and residence before 
entering college.  None of the results yielded statistically significant differences between the 
groups.  All factors in this category were considered influential by all types of residences. 
Career factors were analyzed next, comparing them within the residence before 
college groups.  Career fair and opportunities for career advancement were the only two 
factors found to have statistically significant differences between the groups.  For the career 
fair factor, the majority of participants from a city and small town indicated that they did not 
find the career fair influential in their decision, or they did not consider the career fair in their 
decision.  All other residences indicated that the career fair was influential.  The factor, 
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opportunities for career advancement, was found to be influential in all groups with the 
largest group being farm residents at 92.8%.  Table 39 displays the results of the career 
factor.  The remaining factors were influential for all groups. 
Table 40 compares the differences between residence before college and personal 
factors.  Six of the seven factors were statistically significant in this comparison.  
Involvement in production agriculture yielded the strongest differences with participants 
from farm residences indicating the most influence and a majority of participants from 
suburban areas and cities having no influence in this factor.  Previous work experience in the 
field of your major was a more influential factor for farm residents than any other group.  
The factor, enjoy being outdoors, was influential in all groups but suburban participants were 
significantly lower in the influential category within this factor.  The vast majority of 
suburban and city participants selected love of science as an influential factor and this 
category was least influential for farm residents.  Enjoy working with animals was the most 
influential factor with participants from the city.  Desire to work in environmental 
sustainability was the most influential factor with farm residents. 
The final demographic relationship was to determine whether participation in 4-H and 
FFA had any influence on a students’ decisions to select a major.  These data examined those 
participants who indicated that they participated in 4-H or FFA at some point during their 
life.  Two hundred twenty (43.8%) of the participants indicated participating in 4-H, and the 
average length of membership was 7.75 years.  Two hundred thirty-three (46.4%) indicated 
participating in FFA for an average of 3.91 years.  When analyzing the data for just those 
who participated in 4-H or FFA, statistical significance was found in the areas of 
participation in a 4-H or FFA event on campus and influences of an agriculture teacher or a 
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4-H educator.  All relationships except participation in a 4-H event on campus had strong 
Cramer’s V values at .528 or higher.  Participation in a 4-H event had a moderate strength of 
relationship.  Overall, for those participants who were involved in 4-H or FFA, those events 
and educators did influence their decision to select a major.  Table 41 illustrates the findings. 
Objective 7: Determine if the Factors that Influence Students’ Decision are Different 
Between Majors Within CALS 
Only the majors with a sample size of 30 or greater were analyzed in this phase of the 
research.  Therefore, the following majors were included: agricultural and life sciences 
education, agricultural business, agricultural studies, agronomy, animal ecology, animal 
science, and biology.  The total participants in this section of the data were 377. 
Table 42 displays the comparison of majors in the significant person’s factor.  
Agriculture teacher had the strongest relationship among all of the factors.  Agricultural and 
life science education majors indicated that agriculture teachers were influential in their 
choice of major more often than any other major.  Animal ecology and biology majors 
selected agriculture teacher as not influential more than any other major.  The second factor 
that was considered a moderate strength relationship was current CALS student in which 
agricultural and life science education majors indicated more frequently that they were 
influential while animal ecology majors indicated not applicable for this factor.  The ISU 
alumni factor was most frequently selected as influential by agricultural studies majors while 
biology and animal ecology majors selected them as not applicable.  Agriculture and life 
science education majors selected 4-H educators and CALS faculty as influential more than 
any other major, and animal ecology majors indicated 4-H educators and CALS faculty were 
not applicable.  Agricultural studies majors indicated that community college instructors 
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were more influential than any other major while biology majors indicated they were not 
influential more than any other major.  Relatives who attended ISU were considered not to be 
influential by biology majors, but agricultural studies majors indicated they were influential.  
Other factors listed in the significant person’s category were not statistically significant. 
Previous experiences with the university before entering college was the next factor 
that was compared between majors.  Cramer’s V revealed some weak relationships between 
seven factors within this category.  Participation in an on-campus FFA event was an 
influencer for agricultural and life science education majors and agricultural studies majors.  
Animal ecology majors indicated that they were not involved in any FFA events.  
Participation in on-campus 4-H events was another significant factor that animal ecology 
majors did not find applicable.  Multimedia advertisements were influential for agricultural 
and life science education and agricultural business majors, but agronomy majors did not 
consider advertisements influential.  Agricultural business majors also indicated that 
participation in on-campus athletic events was influential in their decision while animal 
ecology majors found them unapplicable.  A letter from the university was most influential 
with agronomy majors.  The ISU website was most influential to agronomy majors.  
Agriculture business and animal science majors indicated that their departmental website was 
influential in their decision.  Finally, the last significant factor in this category was a 
university publication, and agronomy majors found that to be more influential than other 
majors while biology and ecology majors found it not applicable.  Table 43 highlights the 
results of prior experiences with the university and major.  The table is organized in order of 
significance and strength of the relationship  
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University factors and major formed the next category analyzed.  Overall, six factors 
were considered significant, but only one, other friends attending, had a Cramer’s V of .20 or 
greater.  Agricultural business, agricultural studies, and agronomy majors indicated that the 
factor, other friends attending the university, was a motivating factor more than other majors.  
Animal science majors did not indicate that other friends attending was an influencer.  The 
opportunities to conduct undergraduate research factor was influential for biology majors.  
Quality on-campus housing was an influencer for biology and agricultural and life science 
education majors but not for agricultural studies majors.  Study abroad was not a major 
influencer for agricultural studies majors.  Availability of other financial aid was most 
important with animal science majors.  Agricultural studies majors indicated that the 
availability of scholarships was not as influential as other majors indicated.  Table 44 
displays the results comparing majors within university factors. 
Table 45 represents the comparison of departmental factors within majors.  No factor 
was statistically significant, but overall, every major found all the factors influential in their 
decision to major in CALS.  The most influential factor in this category was, a major I enjoy, 
with all the majors having at least 96% of all respondents ranking it as influential. 
Table 46 displays the relationship between majors and career factors.  The only 
statistically significant difference within this factor was salary, and a higher percentage of 
agronomy majors indicated it was the most influential when compared to other majors.  
Overall, the remaining factors were all influential with career fair being the least influential 
among the majors. 
The final category that was compared between majors was personal factors.  Six of 
the seven factors were significant and strong to moderate relationships were present for 
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outdoors, animals, science, production agriculture, and environment.  Involvement in 
production agriculture was considered less influential by biology majors.  The factor, love 
science, was influential with biology majors, as 100% indicated some level of influence and 
53% of agricultural business majors indicating not influential.  Enjoy working with animals 
was the most influential factor with animal ecology and animal science majors.  Agricultural 
and life science education and animal ecology majors selected a desire to work in 
environmental sustainability as an influencer, more than any other majors.  The factor, enjoy 
being outdoors, was considered by all groups to be influential but biology majors rated it 
lower than any other major.  Previous work experience in the field of your major was 
influential for agriculture study majors with 100% of subjects selecting some level of 
influence.  Table 47 displays the results for personal factors and majors. 
This chapter displayed the findings for each research objective and compared all 
factors to determine relationships among gender, race, place of residence, entrance type, and 
major.  Overall, some statistically significant differences were found when comparing the 
factors within the categories of race or gender.  Comparing the factors within the category of 
place of residence before entering the university yielded statistical significance that was 
congruent with previous findings.  Few statistically significant differences were found within 
the category entrance type that included directly from high school versus transfer student.  
When comparing the factors between the majors, the influential factors were similar between 
the majors, but the order of importance was different for each major. 
 
Table 7.  Participants by major 
Major f % Response Rate % 
Agriculture and life sciences education 35 7.0 63.6 
Agricultural biochemistry 2 0.4 40.0 
Agricultural business 61 12.3 43.0 
Agricultural studies 36 7.2 41.9 
Agricultural systems technology 12 2.4 30.8 
Agriculture and society 2 0.4 33.3 
Agriculture exploration 1 0.2 9.0 
Agronomy 38 7.6 52.8 
Animal ecology 47 9.5 49.0 
Animal science 121 24.3 40.0 
Biology 39 7.8 50.6 
Culinary food science 1 0.2 100 
Dairy science 7 1.4 100 
Dietetics 1 0.2 6.7 
Environmental science 20 4.0 48.8 
Food science 8 1.6 40.0 
Forestry 13 2.6 44.8 
Genetics 6 1.2 46.2 
Global resource systems 9 1.8 50.0 
Horticulture 17 3.4 56.7 
Industrial technology 12 2.4 42.9 
Microbiology 8 1.6 50.0 
Nutritional science 1 0.2 *N/A 
Total 497 100.0  
Note.  *According to the Office of the Registrar, no students had selected nutritional science as a major at the time the data was 




Table 8.  Participants by ethnicity 
Ethnicity f % Response Rate % 
White, non-Hispanic 448 91.8 46.2 
Hispanic or Latino 23 4.7 38.3 
Native American 1 0.2 100.0 
Black, African American 6 1.2 20.7 
Asian/Pacific Islander 6 1.2 16.7 
Other 4 0.8 16.0 
Total 488 100.0  
Table 9.  Residence before enrolling 
Residence f % 
Farm 169 33.9 
Acreage in rural area 102 20.5 
Rural, non-farm town under 10,000 66 13.3 
Town/city 10,000 to 50,000 87 17.5 
Suburb of a city 51 10.2 
Central city 23 4.6 
Total 498 100.0 
Table 10.  Entrance type 
Type of Entrance f % 
Direct from high school 344 69.1 
Transferred from community college 113 22.7 
Transferred from another university 31 6.2 
Other responses* 10 2.0 
Total 498 100.0 
Note.  *U.S. Navy veteran, directly after four years of active service, community college then work for three years, applied while 
working at a research center a year after high school, took a semester off, nontraditional, transfer, graduated from community 
college and then worked for one year, transfer student with two years full-time employment in-between, was in high school and 




Table 11.  Interpersonal factors: input from individuals 
 NA NI SI MI VI EI 
Factor % % % % % % 
Parent or guardian 11.8 14.6 15.0 27.4 19.8 11.4 
ISU alumni 34.7 18.2 11.6 16.4 11.4 7.6 
High school friend 22.6 30.8 17.8 17.2 9.2 2.4 
Relative 36.5 19.2 10.4 14.6 12.2 7.0 
CALS faculty/staff 35.1 22.1 9.6 12.9 13.5 6.8 
Current CALS student 36.8 20.5 12.1 14.5 9.5 6.6 
Agriculture teacher 34.9 22.8 10.6 9.6 11.8 10.4 
Other high school teacher 27.8 34.4 13.1 14.9 6.0 3.8 
High school science teacher 27.0 37.6 12.6 12.8 5.8 4.2 
High school guidance counselor 30.0 43.0 11.6 10.4 3.2 1.8 
4-H educator 51.2 22.0 10.8 7.2 6.2 2.6 
Community college instructor 49.5 29.6 5.8 6.0 6.4 2.6 
CALS ambassador 48.9 31.8 8.2 7.0 2.8 1.2 
Community college counselor 57.8 30.9 3.2 4.6 2.8 0.6 
Notes.  NA = not applicable, NI = not influential, SI = slightly influential, MI = moderately influential, VI = very influential, EI = extremely influential.  n = 
500. 
Table 12.  Previous campus experiences and communication 
 NA NI SI MI VI 
Factor % % % % % 
Department website 16.3 9.6 18.3 24.9 20.1 
Campus visit 22.3 10.7 17.3 24.8 25.0 
ISU website 15.5 19.2 22.5 28.3 14.6 
Letter from ISU 24.4 18.0 23.1 22.2 12.3 
CALS website 28.5 18.0 19.3 21.9 12.3 
Conversation with professor 45.5 12.7 11.0 17.7 10.8 
CALS recruitment booth 46.6 17.5 18.3 13.4 4.1 
ISU publication 42.1 22.5 17.1 13.8 4.6 
Conversation with CALS representative 48.7 16.5 12.8 13.6 8.5 
Advertisement 44.1 24.0 16.2 11.5 4.1 
On-campus FFA event 61.9 14.9 5.7 7.2 10.3 
Campus athletic event 58.5 19.2 10.1 7.9 4.3 
On-campus 4-H event 70.6 13.7 4.0 6.3 5.3 




Table 13.  University factors  
 DNC NI SI MI VI EI 
Factor % % % % % % 
Quality of facilities 3.2 4.3 10.5 29.8 32.5 19.7 
ISU reputation  4.5 3.2 11.5 24.5 32.6 27.3 
Campus environment 5.9 5.3 10.4 22.9 31.8 23.7 
Tuition 4.3 8.5 14.6 20.9 26.5 25.3 
Quality/ Reputation of students 7.7 6.1 13.2 26.5 30.8 15.7 
Prestige of ISU 6.7 7.7 18.3 27.4 23.3 16.6 
Scholarships 7.5 10.8 13.0 17.6 23.3 27.6 
Variety of majors 9.6 11.0 13.0 21.3 25.0 20.0 
Distance from home 6.1 14.4 20.1 21.7 19.9 17.7 
Other financial aid 11.0 12.5 14.3 19.2 19.2 23.7 
Room and board cost 13.2 14.0 18.9 19.1 17.8 17.0 
Campus location 12.8 15.0 18.3 22.8 19.3 11.8 
Extracurricular opportunities 14.4 13.6 19.1 22.8 17.9 12.2 
Opportunities to socialize 16.1 12.7 18.8 24.1 20.2 8.2 
Quality of campus housing 17 18.8 17.2 24.7 14.2 8.1 
Availability of housing 18.7 19.5 15.2 22.7 15.6 8.3 
Study abroad 21.4 18.3 14.3 19.7 16.5 11.8 
Class size 15.1 25.1 22.9 21.6 9.6 5.7 
Undergraduate research 29.4 22.4 16.5 15.7 9.8 6.1 
Other friends attending 23.1 29.4 19.3 14.9 10.0 5.3 
Notes.  DNC = did not consider, NI = not influential, SI  = slightly influential, MI = moderately influential, VI = very influential, EI = extremely influential.  
n = 493. 
Table 14.  Departmental factors  
 DNC NI SI MI VI EI 
Factor % % % % % % 
Major I enjoy 1.6 0.6 12.8 23.9 27.8 23.3 
Reputation of program 6.3 3.6 10.1 23.8 28.3 27.9 
Curriculum 8.1 4.3 12.6 24.6 26.3 24.0 
Departmental facilities 8.7 5.3 14.6 27.2 25.2 19.1 
Reputation of faculty 13.1 6.3 14.7 26.9 21.8 17.2 
Notes.  DNC = did not consider, NI = not influential, SI = slightly influential, MI = moderately influential, VI = very influential, EI = extremely influential.  




Table 15.  Career factors  
 DNC NI SI MI VI EI 
Factor % % % % % % 
Career opportunities 4.0 4.3 7.5 18.0 31.6 34.6 
Opportunities for career advancement 7.7 4.5 12.8 23.9 27.8 23.3 
Opportunities for internships 10.5 4.7 11.3 22.1 24.9 26.5 
Salary range for graduates 12.4 8.3 18.3 22.7 20.5 17.8 
Career fair 22.2 16.1 18.4 19.6 12.7 11.0 
Notes.  DNC = did not consider, NI = not influential, SI = slightly influential, MI = moderately influential, VI = very influential, EI = extremely influential.  
n = 493. 
Table 16.  Personal characteristics 
 NI SI MI VI EI 
Factor % % % % % 
Enjoy a challenge 4.4 9.6 33.6 34.2 18.2 
Enjoy being outdoors 11.8 9.0 23.5 28.5 27.3 
Love of science 12.0 15.8 31.8 22.8 17.6 
Desire to work in environmental sustainability 14.5 16.1 27.1 24.9 17.3 
Previous experience in the field of your major 15.0 11.8 19.6 25.2 28.4 
Enjoy working with animals 15.6 7.2 14.8 19.4 43.0 
Involvement in production agriculture 26.1 11.4 17.7 18.5 26.3 




Table 17.  Gender and significant persons 
 NA NI I 
Factor Gender f % f % f % 
Community college instructor 
Cramer’s V = .176* 
Male 64 37.6 57 33.5 49 28.8 
Female 167 55.3 81 26.8 54 17.9 
Community college counselor 
Cramer’s V = .130* 
Male 83 49.1 63 37.3 23 13.6 
Female 188 62.5 81 26.9 32 10.6 
ISU alumni 
Cramer’s V = .129* 
Male 46 26.9 32 18.7 93 54.4 
Female 118 38.9 56 18.5 129 42.6 
High school friend Male 40 23.4 53 31.0 78 45.6 
Female 70 23.0 93 30.6 141 46.4 
Parent or guardian Male 21 12.2 23 13.4 128 74.4 
Female 34 11.2 49 16.2 220 72.6 
Relative Male 51 30.0 33 19.4 86 50.6 
Female 121 39.8 59 19.4 124 40.8 
High school guidance counselor Male 47 27.3 69 40.1 56 32.6 
Female 95 31.4 134 44.2 303 63.8 
Agriculture teacher Male 52 30.2 46 26.7 74 43.0 
Female 114 37.5 63 20.7 127 41.8 
4-H educator Male 78 45.6 49 28.7 44 25.7 
Female 165 54.3 59 19.4 80 26.3 
High school science teacher Male 52 30.2 72 41.9 48 27.9 
Female 76 25.1 109 36.0 118 38.9 
High school other Male 47 27.8 69 40.8 53 31.4 
Female 83 27.4 96 31.7 124 40.9 
Current CALS student Male 54 31.8 39 22.9 77 45.3 
Female 117 38.7 59 19.5 126 41.7 
CALS faculty or staff Male 53 31.2 43 25.3 74 43.5 
Female 119 37.3 63 20.8 127 41.9 
CALS ambassador Male 77 45.3 60 35.3 33 19.4 
Female 153 50.7 90 29.8 29 19.5 




Table 18.  Gender and previous campus experiences and communication 
 NA NI I 
Factor Gender f % f % f % 
On-campus athletic event 
Cramer’s V =.180* 
Male 77 47.2 33 20.2 53 32.5 
Female 190 63.5 56 18.7 53 17.7 
Departmental website 
Cramer’s V =.164* 
Male 32 21.1 21 13.8 99 65.1 
Female 33 12.8 19 7.4 206 79.8 
Personal conversation with a professor Male 62 38.8 25 15.6 73 45.6 
Female 136 48.6 33 11.8 111 39.6 
Personal conversation with a CALS representative Male 74 44.6 34 20.5 58 34.9 
Female 147 50.0 43 14.6 104 35.4 
CALS recruitment Booth Male 78 46.7 38 22.5 52 30.8 
Female 136 45.8 46 15.5 115 38.7 
FFA event Male 90 59.2 26 17.1 36 23.7 
Female 180 63.8 40 14.2 62 22.0 
4-H event Male 110 68.8 27 16.9 23 14.4 
Female 207 71.4 36 12.4 47 16.2 
Campus visit Male 32 20.8 24 15.6 98 63.6 
Female 62 23.4 22 8.3 181 68.3 
Letter from ISU Male 39 24.2 36 22.4 86 53.4 
Female 70 24.1 47 16.2 173 59.7 
ISU website Male 32 19.8 34 21.0 96 59.3 
Female 36 13.3 49 18.1 186 68.6 
CALS website Male 51 31.9 31 19.4 78 48.8 
Female 72 26.1 47 17.0 157 56.9 
ISU publication Male 64 39.5 44 27.2 54 33.3 
Female 125 42.1 60 20.2 112 37.7 
Advertisement Male 64 38.8 49 29.1 52 31.5 
Female 136 45.3 64 21.3 100 33.3 




Table 19.  Gender and university factors 
 DNC NI I 
University Factor Gender f % f % f % 
Study abroad 
Cramer’s V =.278* 
Male 52 31.0 44 26.2 72 42.9 
Female 47 15.6 40 13.2 215 71.2 
Campus environment 
Cramer’s V =.211* 
Male 17 10.1 17 10.1 135 79.9 
Female 11 3.7 8 2.7 282 93.7 
Scholarships 
Cramer’s V =.230* 
Male 23 13.5 28 16.5 119 70.0 
Female 12 4.0 24 7.9 266 88.1 
Other financial aid 
Cramer’s V =.167* 
Male 29 17.2 26 15.4 114 67.5 
Female 23 7.7 33 11.0 243 81.3 
Opportunities to conduct undergraduate research 
Cramer’s V =.164* 
Male 46 27.4 52 31.0 70 41.7 
Female 92 30.6 51 16.9 158 52.5 
Availability of campus housing 
Cramer’s V =.155* 
Male 37 21.8 44 25.9 89 52.4 
Female 51 58.0 47 15.6 203 57.4 
Quality of campus housing 
Cramer’s V =.138* 
Male 34 20.0 42 24.7 94 55.3 
Female 46 15.2 48 15.9 208 68.9 
Variety of majors offered 
Cramer’s V =.131* 
Male 22 13.0 24 14.2 123 72.8 
Female 23 7.6 26 8.6 253 83.8 
Class Size 
Cramer’s V =.129* 
Male 34 20.2 47 28.0 87 51.8 
Female 39 13.0 68 22.6 194 64.5 
Extracurricular opportunities 
Cramer’s V =.128* 
Male 33 19.5 27 16.0 109 64.5 
Female 36 11.9 36 11.9 230 76.2 
Other friends attending 
Cramer’s V =.126* 
Male 31 18.5 44 26.2 93 55.4 
Female 79 26.2 94 31.2 128 42.5 
Cost of room and board 
Cramer’s V =.120* 
Male 31 18.3 25 14.8 113 66.9 
Female 31 10.3 41 13.6 230 76.2 
ISU reputation Male 8 4.7 6 3.5 156 91.8 
Female 12 4.0 10 3.3 280 92.7 
Prestige of ISU Male 11 6.5 11 6.5 147 87.0 
Female 20 6.6 26 8.6 256 84.8 
Quality of facilities Male 7 4.1 9 5.3 154 90.6 
Female 8 2.7 11 3.7 282 93.7 
Quality and reputation of students Male 15 8.9 10 5.9 144 85.2 
Female 20 6.7 20 6.7 260 86.7 
Tuition Male 11 6.5 17 10.0 142 83.5 
Female 9 3.0 24 7.9 269 89.1 
Campus location Male 20 11.8 31 18.3 118 69.8 
Female 39 12.9 40 13.2 223 73.8 
Distance from home Male 11 6.5 27 16.0 131 77.5 
Female 17 5.6 39 12.9 246 81.5 
Opportunities to socialize Male 24 14.3 25 14.9 119 70.8 
Female 51 16.9 33 11.0 217 72.1 




Table 20.  Departmental factors and gender 
 NA NI I 
Departmental Factor Gender f % f % f % 
Curriculum 
Cramer’s V =.158* 
Male 21 12.4 12 7.1 136 80.5 
Female 17 5.6 9 3.0 275 91.4 
Reputation of faculty Male 24 14.1 13 7.6 133 78.2 
Female 39 12.8 17 5.6 248 81.6 
Reputation of the program Male 12 7.1 10 5.9 148 87.1 
Female 17 5.6 8 2.6 279 91.8 
Quality facilities Male 16 9.5 8 4.7 145 85.8 
Female 25 8.3 17 5.6 261 81.6 
Major, I enjoy Male 5 3.0 2 1.2 162 95.9 
Female 2 0.7 1 0.3 301 99.0 
Opportunities to socialize Male 24 14.3 25 14.9 119 70.8 
Female 51 16.9 33 11.0 217 72.1 
Notes.  NA = not applicable, NI = not influential, I = influential, *p ≤ .05. 
Table 21.  Career factors and gender 
 NA NI I 
Career Factor Gender f % f % f % 
Internship opportunities 
Cramer’s V =.142* 
Male 24 14.2 12 7.1 133 78.7 
Female 23 7.6 10 3.3 271 89.1 
Career fair Male 36 21.4 25 14.9 107 63.7 
Female 68 22.6 49 16.3 184 61.1 
Opportunities for career advancement Male 15 8.9 3 1.8 151 89.3 
Female 21 6.9 18 5.9 264 87.1 
Salary Male 23 13.6 9 5.3 137 81.1 
Female 36 11.9 30 9.9 237 78.2 
Career opportunities Male 10 5.9 8 4.7 151 89.3 
Female 7 2.3 12 3.9 285 93.8 




Table 22.  Personal factors and gender 
 NI I 
Personal Factor Gender f % f % 
Previous work experience in the field of your major 
Cramer’s V =.128* 
Male 15 8.7 157 91.3 
Female 55 18.2 248 81.8 
Enjoy being outdoors 
Cramer’s V =.099* 
Male 13 7.5 160 92.5 
Female 43 14.1 261 85.9 
Enjoy working with animals Male 31 18.0 141 82.0 
Female 43 14.2 260 85.8 
Enjoy science Male 23 13.5 148 86.5 
Female 32 10.5 272 89.5 
Involvement in production agriculture Male 38 22.0 135 78.0 
Female 86 28.3 218 71.7 
Enjoy a challenge Male 4 2.3 168 97.7 
Female 16 5.3 288 94.7 
Desire to work in environmental sustainability Male 18 10.4 155 89.6 
Female 50 16.4 254 83.6 
Notes.  NI = not influential, I = influential, *p ≤ .05. 
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Table 23.  Entrance into the university and significant persons 
 NA NI I 
Significant Person Entrance f % f % f % 
Community college instructor 
Cramer’s V = .587* 
High school 200 58.8 113 32.2 27 7.9 
Community college 18 16.1 23 20.5 71 63.4 
Community college counselor 
Cramer’s V = .383* 
High school 217 63.6 107 31.4 17 5.0 
Community college 39 35.5 35 31.8 36 32.7 
High school guidance counselor 
Cramer’s V =.165* 
High school 82 23.9 159 46.4 102 29.7 
Community college 46 41.1 39 34.8 27 24.1 
Friend in high school High school 72 21.0 116 33.8 155 45.2 
Community college 27 24.1 28 25.0 57 50.9 
Parent or guardian High school 31 9.0 44 12.8 268 78.1 
Community college 16 14.3 20 17.9 76 67.9 
Relative High school 115 33.6 67 19.6 160 46.8 
Community college 44 39.3 22 19.6 46 41.1 
Agriculture teacher High school 114 33.1 80 23.3 150 43.6 
Community college 35 31.3 24 21.4 53 47.3 
4-H educator High school 174 50.7 73 21.3 96 28.0 
Community college 52 46.4 29 25.9 31 27.7 
High school science teacher High school 80 23.3 133 38.8 130 37.9 
Community college 35 31.3 39 34.8 38 33.9 
High school other High school 80 23.5 118 34.7 142 41.8 
Community college 37 33.0 38 33.9 37 33.0 
ISU alumni High school 124 36.3 58 17.0 160 46.8 
Community college 32 28.6 25 22.3 55 49.1 
Current CALS student High school 126 37.0 66 19.4 149 43.7 
Community college 40 36.0 28 25.2 43 38.7 
CALS faculty or staff High school 117 34.3 71 20.8 153 44.9 
Community college 42 37.5 31 27.7 39 34.8 
CALS ambassador High school 168 49.3 105 30.8 68 19.9 
Community college 54 48.2 41 36.6 17 15.2 





Table 24.  Entrance into the university and previous campus experiences and communication 
 NA NI I 
Factor  f % f % f % 
Personal conversation with a professor High school 152 47.2 38 11.8 132 41.0 
Community college 38 37.6 16 15.8 47 46.5 
Personal conversation with a CALS representative High school 166 49.1 52 15.4 120 35.5 
Community college 49 46.7 23 21.9 33 31.4 
CALS recruitment booth High school 153 44.7 54 15.8 135 39.5 
Community college 51 48.1 23 21.7 32 30.2 
FFA event High school 198 63.1 47 13.1 75 23.9 
Community college 55 53.9 20 19.6 27 26.5 
4-H event High school 234 71.8 40 12.3 52 16.0 
Community college 68 64.2 20 18.9 18 17.0 
Campus visit High school 57 18.8 29 9.6 217 71.6 
Community college 27 27.8 12 12.4 58 59.8 
Letter from ISU High school 72 22.2 63 19.4 189 58.3 
Community college 27 25.5 15 14.2 64 60.4 
ISU website High school 49 15.5 66 20.9 201 63.6 
Community college 16 15.8 16 15.8 69 68.3 
CALS website High school 85 26.7 60 18.9 173 54.4 
Community college 34 33.7 16 15.8 51 50.5 
Departmental website High school 50 16.5 30 9.9 223 73.6 
Community college 14 15.1 8 8.6 71 76.3 
ISU publication High school 138 41.3 83 24.9 113 33.8 
Community college 45 42.5 17 16.0 44 41.5 
Advertisement High school 147 43.4 86 25.4 106 31.3 
Community college 50 46.7 20 18.7 37 34.6 
On-campus athletic event High school 201 59.6 60 17.8 76 22.6 
Community college 58 54.7 25 23.6 23 21.7 





Table 25.  Entrance into the university and university factors 
 DNC NI I 
University Factor  f % f % f % 
Cost of room and board 
Cramer’s V =.334* 
High school 23 6.8 40 11.8 276 81.4 
Community college 31 27.7 26 23.2 55 49.1 
Availability of campus housing 
Cramer’s V =.316* 
High school 35 10.3 72 21.2 232 68.4 
Community college 42 37.5 21 18.8 49 43.8 
Scholarships 
Cramer’s V = .308* 
High school 9 2.6 30 8.8 301 88.5 
Community college 19 17.0 22 19.6 71 63.4 
Quality of campus housing 
Cramer’s V =.288* 
High school 33 9.7 33 19.4 241 82.3 
Community college 37 33.0 23 20.5 52 46.4 
Study abroad 
Cramer’s V =.168* 
High school 60 17.8 57 16.9 221 65.4 
Community college 31 27.7 29 25.9 52 46.4 
Other friends attending 
Cramer’s V =.148* 
High school 82 24.3 110 32.5 146 68.5 
Community college 19 17.1 25 22.5 67 31.5 
Tuition 
Cramer’s V =.146* 
High school 8 2.4 26 7.6 306 90.0 
Community college 8 7.1 15 13.4 89 79.5 
Extracurricular opportunities 
Cramer’s V =.144* 
High school 37 10.9 48 14.2 254 74.9 
Community college 25 22.3 15 13.4 72 64.3 
Quality and reputation of students 
Cramer’s V =.134* 
High school 18 5.3 22 6.5 297 88.1 
Community college 15 13.4 7 6.3 90 80.4 
ISU reputation High school 12 3.5 11 3.2 317 93.2 
Community college 7 6.3 4 3.6 101 90.2 
Prestige of ISU High school 19 5.6 29 8.6 291 85.8 
Community college 11 9.8 8 7.1 93 83.0 
Quality of facilities High school 10 2.9 14 4.1 315 92.9 
Community college 5 4.5 6 5.4 101 90.2 
Other financial aid High school 26 7.7 44 13.0 269 79.4 
Community college 17 15.3 15 13.5 79 71.2 
Class size High school 46 13.6 94 27.9 197 58.5 
Community college 21 18.8 27 24.1 64 57.1 
Campus environment High school 16 4.7 20 5.9 302 89.3 
Community college 9 8.1 6 5.4 96 86.5 
Variety of majors offered High school 24 7.1 40 11.8 275 81.1 
Community college 16 14.3 13 11.6 83 23.2 
Campus location High school 37 10.9 54 15.9 248 73.2 
Community college 20 17.9 13 11.6 79 70.5 
Distance from home High school 17 5.0 50 14.7 272 80.2 
Community college 9 8.0 17 15.2 86 76.8 
Opportunities to socialize High school 50 14.8 43 12.8 244 72.4 
Community college 17 15.2 16 14.3 79 70.5 
Opportunities to conduct undergraduate research High school 93 27.6 73 21.7 171 50.7 
Community college 37 33.0 31 27.7 44 39.3 




Table 26.  Departmental factors and entry into the university 
 NA NI I 
Departmental Factor Entrance f % f % f % 
Curriculum High school 26 7.6 15 4.4 299 87.9 
Community college 13 11.8 5 4.5 92 83.6 
Reputation of faculty High school 41 12.0 24 7.0 278 81.0 
Community college 19 17.1 6 5.4 86 77.5 
Reputation of the program High school 22 6.4 12 3.5 309 90.1 
Community college 8 7.2 6 33.3 111 89.5 
Quality facilities High school 28 8.2 19 5.6 294 86.2 
Community college 11 9.9 6 5.4 94 84.7 
Major, I enjoy High school 4 1.2 2 0.6 336 98.2 
Community college 3 2.7 1 0.9 111 96.4 
Notes.  NA = not applicable, NI = not influential, I = influential, *p ≤ .05. 
Table 27.  Career factors and entrance into the university 
 NA NI I 
Career Factor Entrance f % f % f % 
Internship opportunities High school 36 10.5 16 4.7 290 84.8 
Community college 14 12.6 6 5.4 91 82.0 
Career fair High school 73 21.7 57 16.9 207 61.4 
Community college 24 21.4 19 17.0 69 61.6 
Opportunities for career advancement High school 28 8.2 12 3.5 302 88.3 
Community college 7 6.4 9 42.9 94 85.5 
Salary High school 41 12.0 30 8.8 271 79.2 
Community college 15 13.5 8 7.2 88 79.3 
Career opportunities High school 17 5.0 12 3.5 314 91.5 
Community college 3 2.7 7 6.3 101 91.0 




Table 28.  Entrance into the university and personal factors 
 NI I 
Personal Factor Entrance f % f % 
Previous work experience in the field of your major High school 59 17.3 283 82.7 
Community college 13 11.5 100 88.5 
Enjoy being outdoors High school 45 13.1 299 86.9 
Community college 9 8.0 104 92.0 
Enjoy working with animals High school 56 16.3 287 83.7 
Community college 12 10.6 101 89.4 
Enjoy science High school 42 12.2 301 87.8 
Community college 14 12.4 99 87.6 
Involvement in production agriculture High school 89 25.9 255 74.1 
Community college 30 26.5 83 73.5 
Enjoy a challenge High school 14 4.1 329 95.9 
Community college 6 5.4 106 94.6 
Desire to work in environmental sustainability High school 56 16.3 288 83.7 
Community college 12 10.6 101 89.4 
Notes.  NI = not influential, I = influential, *p ≤ .05. 
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Table 29.  Significant persons and race 
 NA NI I 
Significant Person Race f % f % f % 
Parent or guardian 
Cramer’s V =.200* 
White 44 9.9 66 14.8 336 75.3 
Other 13 32.5 7 17.5 20 50.0 
4-H educator 
Cramer’s V =.173* 
White 217 48.7 100 22.4 129 28.9 
Other 30 75.0 9 22.5 1 2.5 
Relative 
Cramer’s V =.164* 
White 154 34.6 84 18.9 207 46.5 
Other 23 57.5 10 25.0 7 17.5 
ISU alumni 
Cramer’s V =.132* 
White 149 35.5 79 17.8 217 48.8 
Other 19 47.5 11 27.5 4.4 25.0 
Friend in high school 
Cramer’s V =.126* 
White 96 21.5 136 30.5 214 48.0 
Other 15 37.5 14 35.0 11 27.5 
High school guidance counselor White 131 29.4 195 43.7 120 26.9 
Other 15 37.5 13 32.5 12 30.0 
Agriculture teacher White 151 33.8 102 22.8 194 43.4 
Other 18 45.0 10 25.0 12 30.0 
High school science teacher White  115 25.8 176 39.5 155 34.8 
Other 15 37.5 10 25.0 15 37.5 
High school other White  120 27.1 159 35.9 164 37.0 
Community college instructor White 215 48.5 132 29.8 96 21.7 
Other 22 55.0 10 25.0 8 20.0 
Community college counselor White 253 57.4 137 31.1 51 11.6 
Other 24 60.0 11 27.5 5 12.5 
Current CALS student White 163 36.8 89 20.1 191 43.1 
Other 13 32.5 12 30.0 15 37.5 
CALS faculty or staff White 153 34.5 98 22.1 193 43.5 
Other 17 42.5 10 25.0 13 32.5 
CALS ambassador White 215 48.5 140 31.6 88 19.9 
Other 20 50.0 14 35.0 6 15.0 




Table 30.  Previous campus experiences and communication and race 
 NA NI I 
Factor  f % f % f % 
Personal conversation with a professor White 186 45.1 55 13.3 171 41.5 
Other 19 48.1 4 10.3 16 41.0 
Personal conversation with a CALS 
representative 
White 209 48.4 72 16.7 151 35.0 
Other 18 46.2 6 15.4 15 38.5 
CALS recruitment booth White 205 46.8 79 18.0 154 35.2 
Other 17 43.6 5 12.8 17 43.6 
FFA event White 250 61.1 60 14.8 95 23.5 
Other 26 66.7 6 15.4 7 17.9 
4-H event White 295 70.1 58 13.8 68 16.2 
Other 31 77.5 6 15.0 3 7.5 
Campus visit White 83 21.2 42 10.7 267 68.1 
Other 14 37.8 3 8.1 20 54.1 
Letter from ISU White 98 23.1 77 18.2 249 58.7 
Other 12 31.6 7 18.4 19 50.0 
ISU website White 59 14.5 75 18.5 272 67.0 
Other 10 27.0 9 24.3 18 48.6 
CALS website White 117 38.5 72 17.6 221 53.9 
Other 11 29.7 6 16.2 20 54.1 
Departmental website White 58 15.1 37 9.7 288 75.2 
Other 9 25.0 3 8.3 24 66.7 
ISU publication White 176 40.8 96 22.3 159 36.9 
Other 19 50.0 10 36.3 9 23.7 
Advertisement White 187 42.9 106 24.3 143 32.8 
Other 21 52.5 9 22.5 10 25.0 
On-campus athletic event White 248 57.3 85 19.6 100 23.1 
Other 28 70.0 6 15.0 6 15.0 




Table 31.  University factors and race 
 DNC NI I 
University Factor  f % f % f % 
Campus location 
Cramer’s V =.228* 
White 52 11.8 56 12.7 334 75.6 
Other 9 22.5 15 37.5 16 40.0 
Distance from home 
Cramer’s V =.166* 
White 25 5.7 56 12.7 361 81.7 
Other 5 12.5 12 30.0 23 57.5 
Prestige of ISU 
Cramer’s V =.145* 
White 30 6.8 28 6.3 384 93.0 
Other 3 7.5 8 20.0 29 72.5 
Opportunities to socialize 
Cramer’s V =.145* 
White 65 14.8 52 11.8 323 73.4 
Other 12 30.0 8 20.0 20 50.0 
ISU reputation 
Cramer’s V =.120* 
White 19 4.3 11 2.5 413 93.2 
Other 2 5.0 4 10.0 34 85.0 
Quality of facilities White 14 3.2 18 4.1 410 92.8 
Other 2 5.0 1 2.5 37 92.5 
Quality and reputation of students White 35 8.0 26 5.9 379 86.1 
Other 2 5.0 3 7.5 35 87.5 
Quality of campus housing White 77 17.4 83 18.7 283 63.9 
Other 6 15.0 7 17.5 27 67.5 
Availability of campus housing White 86 19.5 80 18.1 276 62.4 
Other 5 12.5 12 30.0 23 57.5 
Tuition White 18 4.1 36 8.1 389 87.8 
Other 3 7.5 5 12.5 32 80.0 
Cost of room and board White 60 13.6 58 13.1 324 73.3 
Other 5 12.5 8 20.0 27 67.5 
Scholarships White 34 7.7 46 10.4 363 81.9 
Other 3 7.5 6 15.0 31 77.5 
Other financial aid White 50 11.4 55 12.5 335 76.1 
Other 4 10.0 4 10.0 32 80.0 
Class size White 65 14.7 109 24.1 267 60.5 
Other 9 23.1 11 28.2 19 48.7 
Campus environment White 28 6.3 20 4.5 393 89.1 
Other 1 2.5 5 12.5 34 85.0 
Variety of majors offered White 45 10.2 46 10.4 351 79.4 
Other 2 5.0 5 12.5 33 82.5 
Extracurricular opportunities White 67 15.2 56 12.7 319 72.2 
Other 3 7.5 8 20.0 29 72.5 
Study abroad White 93 21.0 81 18.3 268 60.6 
Other 9 23.1 6 15.4 24 61.5 
Other friends attending White 97 22.0 129 29.3 214 48.6 
Other 13 32.5 12 30.0 15 37.5 
Opportunities to conduct undergraduate research White 130 29.5 9 22.3 212 48.2 
Other 10 25.0 9 22.5 21 52.5 




Table 32.  Departmental factors and race 
 NA NI I 
Departmental Factor Race f % f % f % 
Reputation of faculty White 59 13.3 24 5.4 362 81.3 
Other 6 15.0 5 12.5 29 72.5 
Reputation of the program White 27 6.1 16 3.6 402 90.3 
Other 4 10.0 2 5.0 34 85.0 
Quality facilities White 39 8.8 21 4.7 383 86.5 
Other 4 10.0 4 10.0 32 80.0 
Curriculum White 35 7.9 18 4.1 388 88.0 
Other 4 10.0 3 7.5 33 82.5 
Major, I enjoy White 6 1.4 3 0.7 435 98.0 
Other 1 2.5 0 0.0 39 97.5 
Notes.  NA = not applicable, NI = not influential, I = influential, *p ≤ .05. 
Table 33.  Career factors and race 
 NA NI I 
Career Factor Race f % f % f % 
Career opportunities White 18 4.1 18 4.1 408 91.9 
Other 1 2.5 3 7.5 36 90.0 
Internship opportunities White 45 10.0 20 4.5 379 85.4 
Other 4 10.0 3 7.5 33 82.5 
Salary White 52 11.7 37 8.4 354 92.4 
Other 8 20.0 3 7.5 29 72.5 
Opportunities for career advancement White 36 8.1 19 4.3 388 87.6 
Other 2 5.0 2 5.0 8.5 90.0 
Career fair White 95 21.6 69 15.7 276 62.7 
Other 11 27.5 7 17.5 22 55.0 




Table 34.  Personal factors and race 
 NI I 
Personal Factor Race f % f % 
Previous work experience in the field of your major 
Cramer’s V =.102* 
White 63 14.1 383 85.9 
Other 11 27.5 29 72.5 
Enjoy being outdoors White 52 11.6 396 92.1 
Other 6 15.0 34 85.0 
Enjoy working with animals White 70 15.7 377 84.3 
Other 4 10.3 35 89.7 
Enjoy science White 56 12.6 390 87.4 
Other 2 5.0 38 95.0 
Involvement in production agriculture White 115 25.7 333 74.3 
Other 11 27.5 29 72.5 
Enjoy a challenge White 17 3.8 430 96.2 
Other 3 7.7 36 92.3 
Desire to work in environmental sustainability White 61 13.6 387 86.4 
Other 8 20.0 32 80.0 




Table 35.  Significant persons and place of residence before attending college 
  NA NI I 
Factor  Residence f % f % f % 
Agriculture teacher 
Cramer’s V =.353* 
Farm 25 14.8 29 17.2 115 68.0 
Acreage 28 27.5 20 19.6 54 52.9 
Rural Town 25 38.5 14 21.5 26 40.0 
Small Town 55 63.2 25 27.7 7 8.0 
Suburb 28 54.9 16 31.4 7 13.7 
City 12 6.9 8 34.8 3 13.0 
4-H educator 
Cramer’s V =.352* 
Farm 45 26.6 34 20.1 90 53.3 
Acreage 47 46.1 24 23.5 31 30.4 
Rural Town 45 69.2 13 20.0 7 10.8 
Small Town 66 75.9 18 20.7 3 3.4 
Suburb 33 60.0 14 28.0 3 6.0 
 City 17 73.9 6 26.1 0 0.0 
ISU alumni 
Cramer’s V =.222* 
Farm 38 22.6 20 11.9 110 65.5 
Acreage 32 31.4 24 23.5 46 45.1 
Rural Town 25 38.5 12 18.5 28 43.1 
Small Town 47 54.0 17 19.5 23 26.4 
Suburb 23 46.0 10 20.0 17 34.0 
City 7 30.4 7 30.4 9 39.1 
Current CALS student 
Cramer’s V =.221* 
Farm 35 21.0 32 19.2 100 59.9 
Acreage 38 37.3 20 19.6 44 43.1 
Rural Town 29 44.6 10 15.4 26 40.0 
Small Town 46 53.5 18 20.9 22 25.6 
Suburb 23 46.0 14 28.0 13 26.0 
City 10 43.5 8 7.8 5 21.7 
CALS faculty or staff 
Cramer’s V =.199* 
Farm 34 20.2 39 23.2 95 56.5 
Acreage 37 35.6 24 23.5 40 39.6 
Rural Town 30 46.2 9 13.8 26 40.0 
Small Town 46 52.9 17 19.5 24 27.6 
Suburb 19 38.0 13 26.0 18 36.0 
City 8 34.8 8 34.8 7 30.4 
Parent or guardian 
Cramer’s V =.187* 
Farm 10 5.9 11 6.5 148 87.6 
Acreage 11 10.9 19 18.8 71 70.3 
Rural Town 14 21.5 11 16.9 40 61.5 
Small Town 15 17.2 17 19.5 55 63.2 
Suburb 6 11.8 8 15.7 37 72.5 
City 2 8.7 7 30.4 14 60.9 




Table 35.  (continued) 
  NA NI I 
Factor  Residence f % f % f % 
Relative 
Cramer’s V =.181* 
Farm 42 25.1 27 16.2 92 58.7 
Acreage 38 37.3 19 18.6 45 44.1 
Rural Town 27 41.5 13 20.0 25 38.5 
Small Town 46 52.9 21 24.1 20 23.0 
Suburb 18 35.3 11 21.6 22 43.1 
City 10 43.5 4 17.4 9 39.1 
High school guidance counselor 
Cramer’s V =.166* 
Farm 34 20.2 72 42.9 62 36.9 
Acreage 27 26.5 44 43.1 31 30.4 
Rural Town 25 38.5 26 40.0 14 21.5 
Small Town 37 42.5 37 42.5 13 14.9 
Suburb 18 35.3 22 43.1 11 21.6 
City 8 34.8 12 52.2 3 13.0 
Community college counselor 
Cramer’s V =.166* 
Farm 79 47.3 66 39.5 22 13.2 
Acreage 54 53.5 28 27.7 19 18.8 
Rural Town 43 66.2 16 24.6 6 9.2 
Small Town 62 72.9 17 20.0 6 7.1 
Suburb 31 62.0 17 34.0 2 4.0 
City 15 65.2 7 30.4 1 4.3 
High school science teacher 
Cramer’s V =.160* 
Farm 33 19.5 82 48.5 54 32.0 
Acreage 25 24.5 36 35.3 41 40.2 
Rural Town 26 40.0 23 35.4 16 24.6 
Small Town 28 32.2 20 23.0 39 44.8 
Suburb 14 28.0 18 36.0 18 36.0 
 City 8 34.8 8 34.8 7  
High school other 
Cramer’s V =.160* 
Farm 28 16.8 69 41.3 70 41.9 
Acreage 29 28.7 34 33.7 38 37.6 
Rural Town 24 36.9 18 27.7 23 35.4 
Small Town 34 39.1 19 21.8 34 39.1 
Suburb 16 32.0 21 42.0 13 26.0 
City 6 26.1 10 43.5 7 30.4 
Community college instructor 
Cramer’s V =.158* 
Farm 62 37.1 62 37.1 43 25.7 
Acreage 50 49.0 26 25.5 26 25.5 
Rural Town 35 53.8 17 26.2 13 20.0 
Small Town 57 66.3 17 19.8 12 14.0 
Suburb 28 56.0 15 30.0 7 14.0 
City 12 52.2 8 34.8 3 13.0 
CALS ambassador 
Cramer’s V =.146 
Farm 64 38.1 63 37.5 47 24.4 
Acreage 48 47.1 34 33.3 20 19.6 
Rural Town 40 62.5 13 20.3 11 17.2 
Small Town 53 60.9 20 23.0 14 16.1 
Suburb 25 51.0 16 32.7 8 16.3 




Table 35.  (continued) 
  NA NI I 
Factor  Residence f % f % f % 
Friend in high school Farm 27 16.0 50 29.6 92 54.4 
Acreage 20 19.6 37 36.3 45 44.1 
Rural Town 21 32.3 17 26.2 27 41.5 
Small Town 26 29.9 23 26.4 38 43.7 
Suburb 13 26.0 18 36.0 19 38.0 





Table 36.  Residence before entering the university and previous experiences or communication with the university 
  NA NI I 
Factor Residence f % f % f % 
Participation in an on-campus 4-H event 
Cramer’s V =.280* 
Farm 83 54.2 17 11.1 53 34.6 
Acreage 66 71.0 13 14.0 14 15.1 
Rural Town 51 81.0 10 15.9 2 3.2 
Small Town 72 82.8 12 13.8 3 3.4 
Suburb 39 76.5 11 21.6 1 2.0 
City 20 90.9 2 9.1 0 0.0 
Participation in an on-campus FFA event 
Cramer’s V =.269* 
Farm 61 43.3 16 11.3 64 45.4 
Acreage 57 64.0 14 15.7 18 20.2 
Rural Town 41 64.1 11 17.2 12 18.8 
Small Town 68 79.1 12 14.0 6 7.0 
Suburb 35 68.6 12 23.5 4 7.8 
City 18 81.8 2 9.1 2 9.1 
Multimedia advertisements 
Cramer’s V =.220* 
Farm 47 22.8 41 25.2 75 46.0 
Acreage 36 36.1 26 26.5 36 36.7 
Rural Town 37 56.9 15 23.1 13 20.0 
Small Town 45 52.3 17 20.0 23 27.1 
Suburb 31 60.8 14 27.5 6 11.8 
City 16 72.7 4 18.2 2 9.1 
Athletic events held on campus 
Cramer’s V =.205* 
Farm 75 46.9 30 18.8 55 34.4 
Acreage 56 56.0 15 15.0 29 29.0 
Rural Town 43 67.2 15 23.4 6 9.4 
Small Town 64 74.4 14 16.2 8 9.3 
Suburb 29 59.2 15 30.6 5 10.2 
Campus visit 
Cramer’s V =.200* 
Farm 19 13.0 15 10.3 112 76.7 
Acreage 23 27.4 3 3.6 58 69.0 
Rural Town 19 32.2 9 15.3 31 52.5 
Small Town 24 29.3 7 8.5 51 62.2 
Suburb 4 8.9 11 24.4 30 66.7 
City 7 35.0 1 5.0 12 60.0 
ISU publication 
Cramer’s V =.178* 
Farm 48 29.8 33 20.5 80 49.7 
Acreage 38 38.8 25 25.5 35 35.7 
Rural Town 36 55.4 14 21.5 15 23.1 
Small Town 40 49.4 17 21.0 24 29.6 
Suburb 24 48.0 15 30.0 11 22.0 
City 13 59.1 4 18.2 5 22.7 
CALS recruitment booth 
Cramer’s V =.148* 
Farm 58 24.9 28 16.9 80 48.2 
Acreage 51 51.5 16 16.2 32 32.3 
Rural Town 37 57.8 10 15.6 17 26.6 
Small Town 40 47.1 17 20.0 28 32.9 
Suburb 25 50.0 10 20.0 15 30.0 
City 15 65.2 4 17.4 4 17.4 




Table 36.  (continued) 
  NA NI I 
Factor  Residence f % f % f % 
Letter from ISU 
Cramer’s V =.146* 
Farm 20 12.6 35 22.0 104 65.4 
Acreage 26 28.0 15 16.1 52 55.9 
Rural Town 21 32.8 11 17.2 32 50.0 
Small Town 22 27.2 14 17.3 45 55.6 
Suburb 16 32.7 8 16.3 25 51.0 
City 8 36.4 2 9.1 12 54.5 
Personal conversation with a professor Farm 64 40.2 18 11.5 75 47.8 
Acreage 36 39.1 14 15.2 42 45.7 
Rural Town 29 46.0 6 9.5 28 44.4 
Small Town 43 53.8 11 13.8 26 32.5 
Suburb 24 53.3 6 13.3 15 33.3 
City 13 56.5 4 17.4 6 26.1 
Personal conversation with a CALS representative Farm 68 41.5 27 16.5 69 42.1 
Acreage 50 51.0 14 14.3 34 34.7 
Rural Town 37 58.1 10 15.9 16 25.4 
Small Town 39 46.4 13 15.5 32 38.1 
Suburb 25 51.0 12 24.5 12 24.5 
City 14 60.9 3 13.0 6 26.1 
ISU website Farm 20 13.0 31 20.1 130 66.9 
Acreage 17 19.1 20 22.5 52 58.4 
Rural Town 10 15.9 15 23.8 38 60.3 
Small Town 13 16.7 10 12.8 55 70.5 
Suburb 5 11.1 6 13.3 34 75.6 
City 5 23.8 4 19.0 12 57.1 
CALS website Farm 35 22.9 31 20.3 87 56.9 
Acreage 24 27.0 19 21.3 46 51.7 
Rural Town 25 39.1 10 15.6 29 45.3 
Small Town 24 30.4 12 15.2 43 54.4 
Suburb 13 27.7 7 14.9 27 57.4 
City 7 33.3 2 9.5 12 57.1 
Departmental website Farm 18 12.4 14 9.7 113 77.9 
Acreage 14 15.9 8 9.1 66 75.0 
Rural Town 12 21.1 5 8.8 40 70.2 
Small Town 14 18.7 7 9.3 54 72.0 
Suburb 6 15.4 4 10.3 29 74.4 





Table 37.  University factors and place of residence before entering college 
  DNC NI I 
Factor  Residence f % f % f % 
Quality and reputation of students 
Cramer’s V =.151* 
Farm 13 7.8 7 4.2 146 88.0 
Acreage 3 3.0 7 6.9 21.6 90.1 
Rural town 12 18.8 6 9.4 46 71.9 
Small town 4 4.1 7 8.1 75 87.2 
Suburb 6 12.0 2 4.0 42 84.0 
City 0 0.0 1 4.3 22 95.7 
Prestige of ISU 
Cramer’s V =.145* 
Farm 7 4.2 4 10.5 155 93.4 
Acreage 7 6.9 9 373 86 84.3 
Rural town 7 10.8 8 12.3 50 76.9 
Small town 7 8.1 12 14.0 67 77.9 
Suburb 5 10.0 3 6.0 42 84.0 
City 0 0.0 2 8.7 21 91.3 
Other friends attending ISU 
Cramer’s V =.144* 
Farm 27 16.4 42 25.5 96 58.2 
Acreage 22 21.8 34 33.7 45 44.6 
Rural town 15 23.1 20 30.8 30 46.2 
Small town 29 33.7 24 27.9 33 38.4 
Suburb 13 26.0 20 40.0 17 34.0 
City 6 27.3 4 18.2 12 54.5 
Study abroad 
Cramer’s V =.140* 
Farm 34 20.4 40 24.0 93 55.7 
Acreage 15 14.9 21 20.8 65 64.4 
Rural town 18 27.7 12 18.5 3 53.8 
Small town 23 26.1 8 9. 55 64.0 
Suburb 7 14.3 5 10.2 37 75.5 
City 7 31.8 4 18.2 11 50.0 
Reputation of ISU Farm 8 4.8 2 1.2 157 94.0 
Acreage 6 5.9 4 3.9 92 90.2 
Rural town 1 1.5 3 4.6 61 93.8 
Small town 2 2.3 5 5.8 79 91.9 
Suburb 5 10.0 0 0.0 45 90.0 
City 0 0.0 2 8.7 21 91.3 




Table 37.  (continued) 
  DNC NI I 
Factor  Residence f % f % f % 
Quality of the facilities on campus Farm 5 3.0 6 3.6 156 93.4 
Acreage 3 3.0 2 2.0 96 95.0 
Rural town 6 9.2 5 7.7 54 83.1 
Small town 1 1.2 6 7.0 79 91.9 
Suburb 1 2.0 1 2.0 48 96.0 
City 0 0.0 1 4.3 22 95.7 
Quality of on-campus housing Farm 29 17.4 37 22.2 101 60.5 
Acreage 17 16.1 18 17.6 67 65.7 
Rural town 14 21.5 13 20.0 38 58.5 
Small town 13 15.1 15 17.4 58 67.4 
Suburb 10 20.0 6 12.0 34 68.0 
City 1 4.3 4 17.4 18 78.3 
Availability of on-campus housing Farm 32 19.2 34 20.4 101 60.5 
Acreage 18 17.6 19 18.6 65 63.7 
Rural town 13 20.3 15 23.4 26 56.3 
Small town 14 16.3 19 22.1 53 61.6 
Suburb 12 24.0 6 12.0 32 64.0 
City 3 13.0 3 13.0 17 73.9 
Cost of tuition and fees Farm 9 5.4 19 11.4 139 83.2 
Acreage 3 2.9 10 9.8 89 87.3 
Rural town 3 4.6 4 6.2 58 89.2 
Small town 3 3.5 7 8.1 76 88.4 
Suburb 3 6.0 0 0.0 47 94.0 
City 0 0.0 2 8.7 21 91.3 
Cost of room and board Farm 23 13.8 27 16.2 117 70.0 
Acreage 11 10.8 19 18.6 72 70.6 
Rural town 10 15.4 8 12.3 47 72.3 
Small town 10 11.8 12 14.1 63 74.1 
Suburb 9 18.0 1 2.0 40 80.0 




Table 37.  (continued) 
  DNC NI I 
Factor Residence f % f % f % 
Scholarships awarded Farm 12 7.2 17 10.2 138 82.6 
Acreage 7 6.9 12 11.8 83 81.4 
Rural town 6 9.2 10 15.4 49 75.4 
Small town 7 8.1 6 7.0 73 84.9 
Suburb 5 10.0 5 10.0 40 80.0 
City 0 0.0 4 18.2 18 81.8 
Availability of other financial aid Farm 20 12.0 20 12.0 127 76.0 
Acreage 11 11.1 17 17.2 71 71.7 
Rural town 7 10.8 9 13.8 49 75.4 
Small town 8 9.4 9 10.6 68 80.0 
Suburb 7 14.0 4 8.0 39 78.0 
City 1 4.5 2 9.1 19 86.4 
Size of classes Farm 28 16.8 45 26.9 94 56.3 
Acreage 12 11.9 25 24.8 64 63.4 
Rural town 10 15.4 18 27.7 27 56.9 
Small town 14 16.3 22 25.6 20 58.1 
Suburb 8 16.3 10 20.4 31 63.3 
City 2 9.1 3 13.6 17 77.3 
Campus environment Farm 11 6.6 10 6.0 145 87.3 
Acreage 6 5.9 3 3.0 92 91.1 
Rural town 5 7.8 5 7.8 54 84.4 
Small town 3 3.5 6 7.0 77 89.5 
Suburb 3 6.0 2 4.0 45 90.0 
City 1 4.5 0 0.0 21 95.5 
Variety of majors offered Farm 17 10.2 18 10.8 132 79.0 
Acreage 12 11.9 13 12.9 76 75.2 
Rural town 6 9.2 8 12.3 51 78.5 
Small town 8 9.3 13 15.1 65 75.6 
Suburb 4 8.0 2 4.0 44 88.0 




Table 37.  (continued) 
  DNC NI I 
Factor Residence f % f % f % 
City in which campus is located Farm 16 9.6 22 13.2 129 77.2 
Acreage 10 9.9 19 16.8 74 73.3 
Rural town 13 20.0 10 15.4 42 64.6 
Small town 13 15.1 14 16.3 59 68.6 
Suburb 6 12.0 9 18.0 35 70.0 
City 4 18.2 2 9.1 16 72.7 
Distance from home Farm 7 4.2 20 12.0 140 83.8 
Acreage 4 4.0 14 13.9 83 82.2 
Rural town 7 10.8 9 13.8 49 75.4 
Small town 5 7.0 17 19.8 63 73.3 
Suburb 3 6.0 9 18.0 38 76.0 
City 2 9.1 2 9.1 18 81.8 
Extracurricular opportunities Farm 25 15.0 18 10.8 124 74.3 
Acreage 9 8.9 16 15.8 76 75.2 
Rural town 16 24.6 9 13.8 40 61.5 
Small town 11 12.8 17 19.8 58 67.4 
Suburb 7 14.0 4 8.0 39 78.0 
City 2 9.1 3 13.6 17 77.3 
Opportunities to socialize Farm 17 10.3 17 10.3 131 79.4 
Acreage 14 13.9 14 13.9 73 72.3 
Rural town 15 23.1 10 15.4 40 61.5 
Small town 16 18.6 11 12.8 59 68.6 
Suburb 9 18.0 7 14.0 34 68.0 
City 7 31.8 3 13.6 12 54.5 
Opportunity to conduct undergraduate research Farm 48 28.9 44 26.5 74 44.6 
Acreage 25 24.8 27 26.7 49 48.5 
Rural town 23 35.4 16 24.6 26 40.0 
Small town 26 30.6 14 16.5 45 52.9 
Suburb 14 28.0 7 14.0 29 58.0 





Table 38.  Departmental factors and residence before entering college 
  DNC NI I 
Factor  Residence f % f % f % 
Quality and Reputation of the Faculty Farm 20 11.9 10 6.0 138 82.1 
Acreage 12 11.8 4 3.9 86 84.3 
Rural town 13 20.0 7 10.8 45 69.2 
Small town 11 12.6 6 6.9 70 80.5 
Suburb 6 12.0 1 2.0 43 86.0 
City 3 13.6 3 13.6 16 72.7 
Quality and reputation of the 
department/program 
Farm 9 5.4 8 4.8 151 89.9 
Acreage 7 6.9 2 2.0 93 91.2 
Rural town 7 10.8 5 7.7 53 81.5 
Small town 5 5.7 1 1.1 81 93.1 
Suburb 1 2.0 1 2.0 48 96.0 
City 2 9.1 1 4.5 19 86.4 
Quality of facilities in the department Farm 15 9.0 6 3.6 146 87.4 
Acreage 6 5.9 3 2.9 93 91.2 
Rural town 4 6.3 6 9.4 54 84.4 
Small town 10 11.5 5 5.7 72 82.8 
Suburb 6 12.0 4 8.0 40 80.0 
City 2 9.1 2 9.1 18 81.8 
Curriculum Farm 10 6.0 7 4.2 150 89.8 
Acreage 6 5.9 4 4.0 91 90.1 
Rural town 9 14.1 4 6.3 51 79.7 
Small town 5 5.7 4 4.6 78 89.7 
Suburb 6 12.2 1 2.0 42 9.8 
City 4 18.2 1 4.5 17 77.3 
A major I enjoy Farm 2 1.2 1 0.6 164 92.2 
Acreage 3 2.9 1 1.0 98 96.1 
Rural town 0 0.0 0 0.0 65 100.0 
Small town 1 1.1 1 1.1 85 97.7 
Suburb 1 2.0 0 0.0 49 98.0 
City 1 4.5 0 0.0 21 95.5 





Table 39.  Career factors and place of residence before college 
  DNC NI I 
Factor Residence f % f % f % 
Career fair 
Cramer’s V =.156* 
Farm 31 18.6 19 11.4 117 70.1 
Acreage 13 12.9 18 17.8 70 69.3 
Rural town 17 26.6 13 20.3 34 53.1 
Small town 26 30.6 18 21.2 41 48.2 
Suburb 13 26.0 6 12.0 31 62.0 
City 8 36.4 5 22.7 9 40.9 
Opportunities for career 
advancement 
Cramer’s V =.140* 
Farm 9 5.4 3 1.8 155 92.8 
Acreage 4 3.9 7 6.9 91 89.2 
Rural town 10 15.4 7 10.8 48 73.8 
Small town 7 8.0 3 3.4 77 88.5 
Suburb 6 12.2 1 2.0 42 85.7 
City 2 9.1 1 4.5 19 86.4 
Career opportunities available for 
graduates 
Farm 5 3.0 9 5.4 154 91.7 
Acreage 2 2.0 2 2.0 98 96.1 
Rural town 4 6.3 4 6.3 56 87.5 
Small town 3 3.4 1 1.1 83 95.4 
Suburb 3 6.0 3 6.0 44 88.0 
City 3 13.6 2 9.1 17 77.3 
Internship opportunities Farm 15 9.0 11 6.6 141 84.4 
Acreage 6 5.9 2 2.0 94 92.2 
Rural town 11 16.9 6 9.2 48 73.8 
Small town 8 9.2 2 2.3 77 88.5 
Suburb 8 16.0 2 4.0 40 80.0 
City 4 18.2 0 0.0 18 81.8 
Salary range for graduates Farm 24 14.4 8 4.8 135 80.8 
Acreage 8 7.8 9 8.8 85 83.3 
Rural town 11 16.9 5 7.7 49 75.4 
Small town 13 14.9 11 12.6 63 72.4 
Suburb 3 6.1 5 10.2 41 83.7 
City 2 9. 3 13.6 17 77.3 





Table 40.  Personal factors and place of residence before college 
  NI I 
Factor  Residence f % f % 
Involvement in production agriculture 
Cramer’s V =.457* 
Farm 3 1.8 166 98.2 
Acreage 21 20.6 81 79.4 
Rural town 25 37.9 41 62.1 
Small town 40 46.0 47 54.0 
Suburb 27 52.9 24 47.1 
City 12 52.2 11 47.8 
Previous work experience in the field of your 
major 
Cramer’s V =.310* 
Farm 5 3.0 162 97.0 
Acreage 9 8.8 93 91.2 
Rural town 19 28.8 47 71.2 
Small town 21 24.1 66 75.9 
Suburb 14 27.5 37 72.5 
City 7 30.4 16 69.6 
Enjoy being outdoors 
Cramer’s V =.212* 
Farm 11 6.5 158 93.5 
Acreage 11 10.8 91 89.2 
Rural town 5 7.6 61 92.4 
Small town 13 14.9 74 85.1 
Suburb 15 29.4 36 70.6 
City 4 17.4 19 82.6 
Love of science 
Cramer’s V =.194* 
Farm 34 20.1 135 79.9 
Acreage 7 6.9 94 93.1 
Rural town 9 13.6 57 86.4 
Small town 7 8.0 80 92.0 
Suburb 2 4.0 48 96.0 
City 1 4.3 22 95.7 
Enjoy working with animals 
Cramer’s V =.159 
Farm 18 10.1 151 89.3 
Acreage 13 12.9 88 87.1 
Rural town 17 25.8 49 74.2 
Small town 14 16.1 73 83.9 
Suburb 12 24.0 38 76.0 
City 2 8.7 21 91.3 




Table 40.  (continued) 
  NI I 
Factor Residence f % f % 
Desire to work in environmental sustainability 
Cramer’s V =158* 
Farm 13 7.7 156 92.3 
Acreage 16 15.7 86 84.3 
Rural town 14 21.2 52 78.8 
Small town 14 16.1 73 83.9 
Suburb 12 23.5 39 76.5 
City 3 13.0 20 87.0 
Enjoy a challenge 
Cramer’s V =.119* 
Farm 4 2.4 165 97.6 
Acreage 3 2.9 99 97.1 
Rural town 6 9.1 60 90.0 
Small town 5 5.9 80 94.1 
Suburb 2 3.9 49 96.1 
City 2 8.7 21 91.3 
 
Table 41.  Involvement in 4-H and FFA 
 NA NI I 
 f % f % f % 
Participation in FFA event 
Cramer’s V =.629* 
FFA member 77 40.1 20 10.4 95 49.5 
Non-FFA member 202 77.7 47 18.1 11 4.2 
Agriculture Teacher 
Cramer’s V =.669* 
FFA member 20 8.6 33 14.2 180 77.3 
Non-FFA member 151 57.6 79 30.2 32 12.2 
Participation in a 4-H event 
Cramer’s V =.540* 
4-H member 101 51.8 27 13.8 67 34.4 
Non-4-H member 229 83.9 38 13.9 6 2.2 
4-H Educator 
Cramer’s V =.608* 
4-H member 48 21.8 46 20.9 126 57.3 
Non 4-H member 203 74.1 63 23.0 8 2.9 





Table 42.  Significant persons and major 
 NA NI I 
Factor Major f % f % f % 
Agriculture teacher 
Cramer’s V =.329* 
AGLSE 1 2.9 5 14.3 29 82.9 
AG B 14 23.0 10 16.4 37 60.7 
AG ST 10 27.8 5 13.9 21 58.3 
AGRN 5 13.2 10 26.3 23 60.5 
A ECL 25 53.2 16 34.0 6 12.8 
ANS 47 38.8 19 15.7 55 45.5 
BIOLA 22 57.9 13 34.2 3 7.9 
Current CALS student 
Cramer’s V =.235* 
AGLSE 3 8.8 8 23.5 23 67.6 
AG B 17 28.3 8 13.3 35 58.3 
AG ST 10 27.8 9 15.0 17 47.2 
AGRN 10 26.3 11 28.9 17 44.7 
A ECL 29 61.7 7 14.9 11 23.4 
ANS 47 39.2 21 17.5 52 31.7 
BIOLA 18 47.4 11 28.9 9 23.7 
ISU alumni 
Cramer’s V =234* 
AGLSE 8 22.9 6 17.1 21 60.0 
AG B 15 25.0 7 11.7 38 63.3 
AG ST 8 22.2 2 5.6 26 72.2 
AGRN 9 23.7 9 23.7 20 52.6 
A ECL 22 46.8 6 12.8 19 40.4 
ANS 45 37.5 19 15.8 56 46.7 
BIOLA 8 47.4 14 36.8 6 15.8 
4-H extension educator 
Cramer’s V =.226* 
AGLSE 9 25.1 7 20.0 19 54.3 
AG B 26 42.6 10 16.4 25 41.0 
AG ST 12 33.3 7 19.4 19 47.2 
AGRN 16 42.1 8 21.1 14 36.8 
A ECL 32 68.1 12 25.5 3 6.4 
ANS 65 53.7 20 16.5 36 29.8 
BIOLA 22 59.5 10 27.0 5 13.5 




Table 42.  (continued) 
 NA NI I 
Factor Major f % f % f % 
CALS faculty and/or staff 
Cramer’s V =.206* 
AGLSE 4 11.4 9 25.7 22 62.9 
AG B 20 33.9 8 13.6 31 52.5 
AG ST 9 25.0 7 19.4 20 55.6 
AGRN 7 18.4 10 26.3 21 55.3 
A ECL 26 55.3 9 19.1 12 25.5 
ANS 44 36.7 27 22.5 49 40.8 
BIOLA 16 42.1 11 28.9 11 28.9 
Community college instructor 
Cramer’s V =.204* 
AGLSE 14 40.0 11 31.4 10 28.6 
AG B 31 51.7 17 28.3 12 20.0 
AG ST 12 33.3 9 25.0 15 41.7 
AGRN 9 23.7 14 36.8 15 39.5 
A ECL 27 58.7 11 23.9 8 17.4 
ANS 67 55.8 36 30.0 17 14.2 
BIOLA 18 48.6 15 40.5 4 10.8 
Relative who attended ISU 
Cramer’s V =.199* 
AGLSE 10 28.6 5 14.3 20 57.1 
AG B 17 29.9 6 9.8 38 62.3 
AG ST 9 25.0 3 8.3 24 66.7 
AGRN 12 32.4 8 21.6 17 45.9 
A ECL 19 40.4 10 21.3 18 38.3 
ANS 52 43.0 26 21.5 43 35.5 
BIOLA 19 50.0 10 26.3 9 23.7 
Community college counselor 
Cramer’s V =.191* 
AGLSE 16 45.7 14 40.0 5 14.3 
AG B 38 63.3 16 26.7 6 10.0 
AG ST 18 51.4 9 25.7 8 22.9 
AGRN 11 28.9 18 47.4 9 23.7 
A ECL 33 70.2 9 19.1 5 10.6 
ANS 70 59.3 36 30.5 12 10.2 




Table 42.  (continued) 
 NA NI I 
Factor Major f % f % f % 
Friend in high school AGLSE 5 14.3 8 22.9 22 62.9 
AG B 11 18.0 19 31.1 31 50.8 
AG ST 5 13.9 8 22.2 23 63.9 
AGRN 5 13.2 14 36.8 19 50.0 
A ECL 17 36.2 12 25.5 18 38.3 
ANS 28 23.1 39 32.2 54 44.6 
BIOLA 9 23.7 12 31.6 17 44.7 
Parent or guardian AGLSE 1 2.9 5 14.3 29 82.9 
AG B 6 9.8 4 6.6 51 83.6 
AG ST 4 11.1 1 2.8 31 86.1 
AGRN 1 2.6 5 13.2 32 84.2 
A ECL 7 14.9 9 19.1 31 66.0 
ANS 12 10.0 18 15.0 90 75.0 
BIOLA 4 10.5 9 23.7 25 65.8 
High school guidance counselor AGLSE 6 17.1 20 57.1 9 25.7 
AG B 18 29.5 19 31.1 24 39.3 
AG ST 8 22.2 13 36.1 15 41.7 
AGRN 9 23.7 17 44.7 12 31.6 
A ECL 21 44.7 18 38.3 8 17.0 
ANS 37 30.6 56 46.3 28 23.1 
BIOLA 10 26.3 16 42.1 12 31.6 
High school science teacher AGLSE 7 20.0 17 48.6 11 31.4 
AG B 23 34.4 26 42.6 14 23.0 
AG ST 12 33.3 14 38.9 10 27.8 
AGRN 4 10.5 18 47.4 16 42.1 
A ECL 14 29.8 12 25.5 21 44.7 
ANS 35 29.2 41 34.2 44 36.7 




Table 42.  (continued) 
 NA NI I 
Factor Major f % f % f % 
Other high school teacher AGLSE 6 17.1 12 34.3 17 48.6 
AG B 16 26.7 18 30.0 26 43.3 
AG ST 11 30.6 14 38.9 11 30.6 
AGRN 4 10.8 17 45.9 16 43.2 
A ECL 18 38.3 16 34.0 13 27.7 
ANS 37 30.8 37 30.8 46 32.9 
BIOLA 11 28.9 16 42.1 11 28.9 
CALS ambassador AGLSE 11 31.4 16 45.7 8 22.9 
AG B 27 45.0 14 23.3 19 31.7 
AG ST 16 44.4 11 30.6 9 25.0 
AGRN 16 42.1 18 47.4 4 10.5 
A ECL 28 60.9 11 23.9 7 15.2 





Table 43.  Previous experiences and communication with the university and major 
 NA NI I 
Factor Major f % f % f % 
Participation in an on-campus FFA event 
Cramer’s V =.263* 
AGLSE 9 34.6 6 23.1 11 42.3 
AG B 29 54.7 6 11.3 18 34.0 
AG ST 14 43.8 3 9.4 15 46.9 
AGRN 14 45.2 5 16.1 12 38.1 
A ECL 41 87.2 4 8.5 2 4.2 
ANS 72 63.7 11 9.7 30 26.5 
BIOLA 26 68.4 10 26.3 2 5.3 
Participation in an on-campus 4-H event 
Cramer’s V =.229* 
AGLSE 13 46.4 7 25.0 8 28.6 
AG B 36 61.0 8 13.6 15 24.5 
AG ST 19 59.4 4 12.5 9 28.1 
AGRN 24 68.6 5 14.3 6 17.1 
A ECL 42 91.3 4 8.7 0 0.0 
ANS 79 69.3 8 7.0 27 23.7 
BIOLA 27 73.0 9 24.3 1 2.7 
Multimedia advertisements 
Cramer’s V =.210* 
AGLSE 8 83.5 9 26.5 17 50.0 
AG B 17 28.3 12 20.0 31 51.7 
AG ST 12 36.4 7 21.2 14 42.4 
AGRN 10 27.0 14 37.8 13 35.1 
A ECL 30 63.8 8 17.0 9 19.1 
ANS 58 48.1 26 21.8 35 29.4 
BIOLA 19 50.0 9 23.7 10 26.3 
Participation in an on-campus athletic event 
Cramer’s V =.204* 
AGLSE 17 50.0 6 19.6 11 32.4 
AG B 22 37.9 12 20.7 24 41.4 
AG ST 13 43.3 7 23.3 10 33.3 
AGRN 19 52.8 9 25.0 8 22.2 
A ECL 38 82.6 5 10.9 3 6.5 
ANS 75 62.5 17 14.2 28 23.3 
BIOLA 19 51.4 9 24.3 9 24.3 




Table 43.  (continued) 
 NA NI I 
Factor Major f % f % f % 
Letter from the university or department 
Cramer’s V =.195* 
AGLSE 6 18.2 6 18.2 21 63.6 
AG B 8 13.8 13 22.4 37 63.8 
AG ST 6 18.8 9 28.1 17 53.1 
AGRN 4 11.4 6 17.1 25 71.4 
A ECL 15 32.6 4 8.1 27 58.1 
ANS 19 16.8 16 14.2 78 69.0 
BIOLA 16 43.2 7 18.9 14 37.5 
Departmental website 
Cramer’s V =.182* 
AGLSE 2 6.5 8 25.8 21 67.7 
AG B 9 16.1 2 3.6 45 80.4 
AG ST 6 19.4 3 9.7 22 71.0 
AGRN 6 19.4 2 6.5 23 74.2 
A ECL 7 18.4 3 7.9 28 73.7 
ANS 12 11.8 7 6.9 83 81.4 
BIOLA 9 26.5 5 14.7 20 58.8 
Printed ISU publications 
Cramer’s V =.171* 
AGLSE 8 23.5 10 29.4 16 47.1 
AG B 18 30.5 16 27.1 25 42.4 
AG ST 10 31.3 8 25.0 14 43.8 
AGRN 10 27.8 6 16.7 20 55.6 
A ECL 23 50.0 10 21.7 13 28.3 
ANS 53 45.3 24 20.5 40 34.2 
Personal conversation with a professor AGLSE 14 42.4 9 27.3 10 30.3 
AG B 21 38.9 5 9.3 28 51.9 
AG ST 14 43.8 4 12.5 14 43.8 
AGRN 11 31.4 3 8.6 21 60.0 
A ECL 23 54.8 4 9.5 15 35.7 
ANS 56 50.0 11 9.8 45 40.2 




Table 43.  (continued) 
 NA NI I 
Factor Major f % f % f % 
Personal conversation with a CALS 
representative 
AGLSE 13 38.2 8 23.5 13 38.2 
AG B 26 44.1 8 13.6 25 42.4 
AG ST 13 38.2 8 23.5 13 38.2 
AGRN 18 48.6 5 13.5 14 37.8 
A ECL 28 59.6 9 19.1 10 21.3 
ANS 57 48.3 13 11.0 48 40.7 
BIOLA 20 54.1 7 18.9 10 27.0 
Information obtained at a CALS recruitment 
booth 
AGLSE 14 41.2 7 20.6 13 38.2 
AG B 29 4833 9 15.0 22 36.7 
AG ST 12 34.3 8 22.9 15 42.9 
AGRN 16 43.2 5 13.5 16 43.2 
A ECL 32 68.1 5 10.6 10 21.3 
ANS 44 37.3 19 16.1 55 46.6 
BIOLA 317 45.9 9 24.3 11 29.7 
Participation in a campus visit AGLSE 5 17.9 4 14.3 19 67.9 
AG B 6 11.8 4 7.8 41 80.1 
AG ST 4 12.1 4 12.1 25 75.8 
AGRN 7 20.6 3 8.8 24 70.6 
A ECL 10 23.3 4 9.3 29 67.4 
ANS 23 23.0 9 9.0 68 68.0 
BIOLA 10 28.6 4 11.4 21 60.0 
ISU website AGLSE 3 9.7 11 35.5 17 54.8 
AG B 5 8.5 12 20.3 42 71.2 
AG ST 6 19.4 8 25.8 17 54.8 
AGRN 5 14.7 4 11.8 25 73.5 
A ECL 7 16.3 4 9.3 32 74.4 
ANS 14 12.8 19 17.4 76 69.7 




Table 43.  (continued) 
 NA NI I 
Factor Major f % f % f % 
CALS website AGLSE 4 13.3 9 30.0 17 56.7 
AG B 12 21.1 12 21.1 33 57.9 
AG ST 8 25.8 9 19.0 14 45.2 
AGRN 10 29.4 6 17.6 18 52.9 
A ECL 13 31.0 6 14.3 23 54.8 
ANS 24 21.8 17 15.5 69 62.7 





Table 44.  University factors and major 
 DNC NI I 
Factor Major f % f % f % 
Other friends attending 
Cramer’s V =.205* 
AGLSE 5 15.2 9 27.3 19 57.6 
AG B 15 25.0 7 11.7 38 63.3 
AG ST 5 13.9 6 16.7 22 59.5 
AGRN 4 10.8 11 29.1 22 59.5 
A ECL 10 21.7 18 39.1 18 39.1 
ANS 35 29.2 40 33.3 45 37.5 
BIOLA 7 18.9 15 40.5 15 40.5 
Opportunity to conduct undergraduate research 
Cramer’s V =.187* 
AGLSE 13 39.4 8 24.2 12 36.4 
AG B 18 30.0 17 28.3 25 41.7 
AG ST 13 36.1 10 27.8 13 36.1 
AGRN 6 15.8 13 34.2 19 50.0 
A ECL 14 30.4 11 23.9 21 45.7 
ANS 36 30.3 18 15.1 65 54.6 
BIOLA 4 10.2 5 13.5 28 75.7 
Quality of on-campus housing 
Cramer’s V =.181* 
AGLSE 5 1437 4 11.8 25 73.5 
AG B 10 16.4 11 18.0 40 65.6 
AG ST 10 27.8 9 25.0 17 47.2 
AGRN 5 13.2 14 36.8 19 50.0 
A ECL 10 21.7 7 15.2 29 63.0 
ANS 23 19.2 15 12.5 82 68.3 
BIOLA 1 2.7 7 18.9 29 78.4 
Study abroad 
Cramer’s V =.181* 
AGLSE 7 20.6 6 17.6 21 61.8 
AG B 9 15.0 13 21.7 38 63.3 
AG ST 12 33.3 10 27.8 14 38.9 
AGRN 5 13.2 14 36.8 19 50.0 
A ECL 9 20.0 5 11.1 31 68.9 
ANS 26 21.7 19 15.8 75 62.5 
BIOLA 2 5.4 7 18.9 28 75.7 




Table 44.  (continued) 
 DNC NI I 
Factor Major f % f % f % 
Availability of other financial aid 
Cramer’s V =.170* 
AGLSE 4 11.8 4 11.8 26 76.5 
AG B 8 13.3 10 16.7 42 70.0 
AG ST 7 20.0 4 11.4 24 68.6 
AGRN 5 13.5 7 18.9 25 67.6 
A ECL 3 6.5 5 10.9 38 82.6 
ANS 3 2.5 10 8.4 106 89.1 
BIOLA 2 5.4 5 13.5 30 81.1 
Scholarships Awarded 
Cramer’s V =.172* 
AGLSE 1 2.9 3 8.8 30 88.2 
AG B 4 6.6 7 11.5 50 82.0 
AG ST 6 16.7 8 22.2 22 61.1 
AGRN 2 5.3 6 15.8 30 78.9 
A ECL 2 4.3 7 15.2 37 80.4 
ANS 9 7.5 5 4.2 106 88.3 
BIOLA 1 2.7 3 8.1 33 89.2 
Academic reputation of ISU AGLSE 2 5.9 0 1.0 32 94.1 
AG B 0 0.0 1 1.6 60 98.4 
AG ST 3 8.3 1 2.8 32 88.9 
AGRN 1 2.6 0 0.0 37 97.4 
A ECL 2 4.3 0 0.0 44 95.7 
ANS 6 5.0 4 3.3 110 91.7 
BIOLA 0 0.0 2 5.4 35 94.6 
Prestige of ISU AGLSE 1 2.9 1 2.9 32 94.1 
AG B 0 0.0 2 3.3 59 96.7 
AG ST 3 8.3 1 2.8 32 88.9 
AGRN 1 2.7 1 2.7 35 94.6 
A ECL 5 10.9 5 10.9 36 78.3 
ANS 9 7.5 7 5.8 104 86.7 




Table 44.  (continued)        
 DNC NI I 
Factor Major f % f % f % 
Quality of facilities AGLSE 0 0.0 1 2.9 33 97.1 
AG B 2 3.3 2 3.3 57 93.4 
AG ST 3 8.3 1 2.8 32 88.9 
AGRN 1 2.6 1 2.6 36 94.7 
A ECL 2 4.3 3 6.5 41 89.1 
ANS 5 4.2 5 4.2 109 91.6 
BIOLA 0 0.0 1 2.7 36 94.7 
Quality and reputation of the students AGLSE 3 9.1 0 0.0 30 90.9 
AG B 1 1.7 1 1.7 58 96.7 
AG ST 6 16.7 1 2.8 29 80.6 
AGRN 2 5.3 2 5.3 34 89.5 
A ECL 3 6.5 5 10.9 38 82.6 
ANS 9 7.6 8 6.7 102 85.7 
BIOLA 1 2.7 3 8.1 33 89.2 
Availability of on-campus housing AGLSE 8 24.2 5 15.2 20 60.6 
AG B 10 16.4 11 18.0 40 65.6 
AG ST 12 33.3 7 19.4 19 47.2 
AGRN 6 15.8 12 31.6 20 52.6 
A ECL 10 27.7 9 19.6 27 58.7 
ANS 24 20.0 18 15.0 78 65.0 
BIOLA 2 5.4 8 21.6 27 73.0 
Cost of tuition and fees AGLSE 1 2.9 5 14.7 28 82.4 
AG B 0 0.0 2 3.3 59 96.7 
AG ST 5 1939 5 13.9 26 72.2 
AGRN 3 7.9 3 7.9 32 84.2 
A ECL 2 4.3 3 6.5 41 89.1 
ANS 3 2.5 10 8.3 107 89.2 




Table 44.  (continued)        
 DNC NI I 
Factor Major f % f % f % 
Cost of room and board AGLSE 4 11.8 5 14.7 25 73.5 
AG B 3 4.9 8 13.1 50 82.0 
AG ST 10 27.8 8 22.2 18 50.0 
AGRN 8 21.1 4 10.5 26 68.4 
A ECL 9 19.6 4 8.7 33 71.7 
ANS 16 13.3 15 12.5 89 74.2 
BIOLA 4 10.8 5 13.5 28 75.7 
Size of classes AGLSE 4 11.8 9 26.5 21 61.8 
AG B 9 15.0 12 20.0 39 65.0 
AG ST 9 25.0 8 22.2 19 52.8 
AGRN 6 15.8 13 34.2 19 50.0 
A ECL 8 17.8 13 28.9 24 53.3 
ANS 19 15.8 29 24.2 72 60.0 
BIOLA 4 10.8 8 21.6 25 67.6 
Campus environment AGLSE 2 5.9 1 2.9 31 91.2 
AG B 4 6.8 2 3.4 53 89.8 
AG ST 4 11.1 3 8.3 29 80.6 
AGRN 3 7.9 4 10.5 31 81.6 
A ECL 2 4.3 2 4.3 42 91.3 
ANS 5 4.2 4 3.3 111 92.5 
BIOLA 1 2.7 2 5.4 34 91.9 
Variety of majors offered AGLSE 3 8.8 4 11.8 27 79.4 
AG B 7 11.1 6 10.0 47 78.3 
AG ST 3 8.3 4 11.1 29 80.6 
AGRN 2 5.3 7 18.4 29 76.3 
A ECL 4 8.7 5 10.9 37 80.4 
ANS 16 13.3 12 10.0 92 76.7 




Table 44.  (continued) 
 DNC NI I 
Factor Major f % f % f % 
City in which campus is located AGLSE 4 11.8 4 11.8 26 76.5 
AG B 6 10.0 5 8.3 49 81.7 
AG ST 4 11.1 4 11.1 28 77.8 
AGRN 3 7.9 9 23.7 26 68.4 
A ECL 5 10.9 7 15.2 34 73.9 
ANS 19 15.8 18 15.0 83 69.2 
BIOLA 3 8.1 8 21.6 26 70.3 
Distance from home AGLSE 0 0.0 4 11.8 30 88.2 
AG B 2 3.3 7 11.7 51 85.0 
AG ST 3 8.3 3 8.3 30 83.3 
AGRN 1 2.6 8 21.1 29 76.3 
A ECL 2 4.3 12 26.1 32 69.6 
ANS 10 8.3 16 13.3 94 78.3 
BIOLA 1 2.7 6 16.2 30 81.1 
Extracurricular opportunities AGLSE 4 11.8 2 5.9 28 82.1 
AG B 6 10.0 8 13.3 46 76.7 
AG ST 7 19.4 5 19.9 24 66.7 
AGRN 4 10.5 8 21.1 26 68.4 
A ECL 5 10.9 7 15.2 34 73.9 
ANS 15 12.5 12 10.0 93 77.5 
BIOLA 2 5.4 9 24.3 26 70.3 
Opportunities to socialize AGLSE 4 12.1 3 9.1 26 78.8 
AG B 5 8.3 4 6.7 51 85.0 
AG ST 6 16.7 3 8.3 27 75.0 
AGRN 4 10.5 8 21.1 26 68.4 
A ECL 9 19.6 4 8.7 33 71.7 
ANS 27 22.7 13 10.9 79 66.4 





Table 45.  Departmental factors and major 
 DNC NI I 
Factor Major f % f % f % 
Quality and reputation of the faculty AGLSE 5 14.3 2 5.7 28 80.0 
AG B 5 8.2 3 4.9 53 86.9 
AG ST 5 14.3 0 1.0 30 85.7 
AGRN 2 5.3 3 7.9 33 86.8 
A ECL 6 12.8 3 6.4 38 80.9 
ANS 20 16.5 10 8.3 91 75.2 
BIOLA 3 8.1 2 5.4 32 86.5 
Quality and reputation of the department/program AGLSE 4 11.4 1 2.9 30 85.7 
AG B 5 8.2 1 1.6 55 90.2 
AG ST 3 8.6 2 5.7 30 85.7 
AGRN 0 0.0 2 5.3 36 94.7 
A ECL 3 6.4 0 0.0 44 93.6 
ANS 8 6.6 3 2.5 110 90.9 
BIOLA 2 5.4 4 10.8 31 83.8 
Quality of facilities in the department AGLSE 3 838 1 2.9 30 88.2 
AG B 7 11.5 1 1.6 53 86.9 
AG ST 2 5.7 2 5.7 31 88.6 
AGRN 0 0.0 2 5.3 36 94.7 
A ECL 8 17.0 3 6.4 36 76.6 
ANS 10 8.3 4 3.3 106 88.3 
BIOLA 2 5.4 4 10.8 31 83.8 
Curriculum AGLSE 5 14.7 0 0.0 29 85.3 
AG B 4 6.6 2 3.3 55 90.2 
AG ST 4 11.4 4 11.4 27 77.1 
AGRN 2 5.3 1 2.6 35 92.1 
A ECL 4 8.5 3 6.4 40 85.1 
ANS 10 8.3 4 3.3 106 88.3 
BIOLA 3 8.6 2 5.7 30 85.7 




Table 45.  (continued) 
 DNC NI I 
Factor Major f % f % f % 
A major I enjoy AGLSE 1 2.9 0 0.0 33 97.1 
AG B 1 1.6 1 1.6 59 96.7 
AG ST 1 2.9 0 0.0 34 97.1 
AGRN 0 0.0 0 0.0 38 100.0 
A ECL 0 0.0 0 0.0 47 100.0 
ANS 2 1.7 0 0.0 119 98.3 






Table 46. Career factors and major 
 DNC NI I 
Factor Major f % f % f % 
Salary range for graduates 
Cramer’s V =.229* 
AGLSE 9 26.5 3 8.8 22 64.7 
AG B 6 9.8 2 3.3 53 56.9 
AG ST 6 17.1 2 5.7 27 71.1 
AGRN 1 2.6 0 0.0 37 97.4 
A ECL 7 14.9 9 19.1 31 66.0 
ANS 13 10.7 4 3.3 104 86.0 
BIOLA 6 16.7 7 19.4 23 63.9 
Career opportunities available for graduates AGLSE 2 5.7 1 2.9 32 91.4 
AG B 1 1.6 0 0.0 60 98.4 
AG ST 1 2.9 3 8.6 31 88.6 
AGRN 1 2.6 3 7.9 34 89.5 
A ECL 2 4.3 2 4.3 43 91.5 
ANS 9 7.4 3 2.5 109 90.1 
BIOLA 4 10.8 4 10.8 29 78.4 
Internship opportunities AGLSE 7 20.6 1 2.9 26 76.5 
AG B 7 11.5 1 1.6 53 86.9 
AG ST 2 5.7 4 11.4 29 82.9 
AGRN 2 5.3 3 7.9 33 86.8 
A ECL 7 14.9 0 0.0 40 85.1 
ANS 11 9.1 4 3.3 106 87.6 
BIOLA 6 1632 3 8.1 28 75.7 
Opportunities for career advancement AGLSE 3 8.8 3 8.8 28 82.4 
AG B 3 4.9 0 0.0 58 95.1 
AG ST 1 2.9 2 5.7 32 91.4 
AGRN 2 5.3 0 0.0 36 94.7 
A ECL 5 10.9 2 4.3 39 84.8 
ANS 9 7.4 3 2.5 109 90.1 
BIOLA 4 10.8 4 10.8 29 78.4 







Table 46.  (continued) 
 DNC NI I 
Factor Major f % f % f % 
Career Fair AGLSE 9 26.5 5 14.7 20 58.8 
AG B 10 16.7 4 6.7 46 76.7 
AG ST 7 19.4 4 11.1 25 69.4 
AGRN 2 5.3 8 21.1 28 73.7 
A ECL 13 28.3 9 19.6 24 52.2 
ANS 27 22.5 19 15.8 74 61.7 









Table 47.  Career factors and major 
 NI I 
Factor Major f % f % 
Involvement in production agriculture 
Cramer’s V =.530* 
AGLSE 1 2.9 34 97.1 
AG B 2 3.3 59 96.7 
AG ST 1 2.8 35 97.2 
AGRN 4 10.5 34 89.5 
A ECL 26 55.3 21 44.7 
ANS 28 23.1 93 76.9 
BIOLA 27 69.2 12 30.8 
Love of science 
Cramer’s V =.460* 
AGLSE 10 28.6 25 71.4 
AG B 24 39.3 37 60.7 
AG ST 7 19.4 29 80.6 
AGRN 1 2.6 37 97.4 
A ECL 1 2.1 46 97.9 
ANS 2 1.7 119 98.3 
BIOLA 0 0.0 39 100.0 
Enjoy working with animals 
Cramer’s V =.378* 
AGLSE 1 2.9 34 97.1 
AG B 11 18.0 50 82.0 
AG ST 2 5.6 34 94.4 
AGRN 13 34.2 25 65.8 
A ECL 0 0.0 47 100.0 
ANS 1 0.8 119 99.2 
BIOLA 6 15.4 33 84.6 
Desire to work in environmental sustainability 
Cramer’s V =.272* 
AGLSE 2 5.7 33 94.3 
AG B 7 11.5 54 88.5 
AG ST 4 11.1 32 88.9 
AGRN 4 10.5 34 89.5 
A ECL 2 4.3 45 95.7 
ANS 27 22.3 94 77.7 
BIOLA 15 38.5 24 61.5 







Table 47.  (continued) 
 NI I 
Factor Major f % f % 
Enjoy being outdoors 
Cramer’s V =.269* 
AGLSE 2 5.7 33 94.3 
AG B 9 14.8 52 85.2 
AG ST 2 5.6 34 94.4 
AGRN 0 0.0 38 100.0 
A ECL 1 2.1 46 97.9 
ANS 16 13.2 105 86.8 
BIOLA 12 30.8 27 69.2 
Previous work experience in the field of your major 
Cramer’s V =.195* 
AGLSE 3 8.8 31 91.2 
AG B 7 11.7 53 88.3 
AG ST 0 0.0 36 100.0 
AGRN 2 5.3 36 94.7 
A ECL 5 10.6 48 89.4 
ANS 24 19.8 97 80.2 
BIOLA 7 17.9 32 82.1 
Enjoy a challenge AGLSE 1 2.9 34 97.1 
AG B 2 3.3 59 96.7 
AG ST 1 2.8 35 97.2 
AGRN 1 2.6 37 97.4 
A ECL 1 2.1 46 97.9 
ANS 7 5.8 113 94.2 








CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary and Discussion 
The purpose of this study was to identify factors that influenced first-year students to 
major in a degree program in ISU’s CALS.  This study looked at three overarching factors; 
interpersonal, personal, and environmental; to determine what students today are looking for 
in choosing a major.  This study, coupled with previous research, provides a framework for 
tailoring recruitment efforts at ISU’s CALS and other agriculture programs across the 
country. 
Interpersonal Factors 
Parents were considered the most influential with 74% indicating some level of 
influence.  This is consistent with previous research that also found parents were a major 
influencer (Foreman et al., 2018; Stair et al., 2016; Smith-Hollins et al., 2015).  However, 
other individuals listed were considerably less influential with more than half of respondents 
indicating not influential or not applicable.  This is different from previous research that 
found friends, classmates, other relatives, and role models to be significant influencers 
(Herren et al., 2011; Rocca, 2013; Swan & De Lay, 2014).  Agriculture teacher (77%) and 4-
H educator (57%) were found to be influential when analyzing only the portion of the 
population that was enrolled in FFA or 4-H. 
Environmental Factors 
Previous campus experiences and communication with the university before entering 
Participation in 4-H and FFA youth events was included on the survey, but overall 
yielded no significant level of influence until they were divided into those students who were 
enrolled in FFA and 4-H.  Of the 192 students who indicated being a member of FFA, 50% 
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ranked participation in an on-campus FFA event as an influential factor in selecting a major.  
This was slightly less of 4-H as 195 indicated membership in 4-H, but only 34% selected an 
on-campus 4-H event as an influencer.  This is congruent with previous research by Herren et 
al. (2011); Swan and De Lay (2014); and Koon, Frick, and Igo (2009) that all found 
participation in 4-H and FFA events held on campus were influential in the college or major 
decision-making process. 
Websites were frequently mentioned throughout the qualitative phase as a place 
where students went to research different programs.  In the quantitative phase, the 
departmental and ISU websites were both influential in the decision-making process.  The 
departmental website was the most influential with 45% selecting moderately or very 
influential, and the college website was the least influential with only 34% indicating 
moderate or very influential.  This was consistent with Rayfield et al. (2013) and Rocca 
(2013), who both found that Internet sources were influencers.  These results were not 
unusual considering the digital age of this generation and the ability to have information 
instantly (Seemiller & Grace, 2016). 
Campus visits were an important part of the pre-college experience.  Survey results 
indicated that 77% of respondents participated in a campus visit and 90% of those students 
indicated it was influential.  During a college visit, students meet with professors or other 
representatives from the department in which they are interested in obtaining a degree (ISU 
Office of the Registrar, 2018).  A conversation with a professor was considered inapplicable 
by 46% of students surveyed.  Assuming this means that those students did not have a 
personal conversation with a professor before entering the university, 87% of those who did 
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have a personal conversation considered it to be influential with 40% indicating moderately 
influential. 
 Multimedia advertisements, ISU publications, information obtained at a CALS 
recruitment booth, personal conversation with a CALS representative and a letter or 
information mailed from the department did not come up in the qualitative interviews as an 
influencer but were prominent in previous research, so they were included in the final 
quantitative survey.  Multimedia advertisements were not considered influential with only 
32% indicating any level of influence, and 16% of those chose slightly influential.  Similar 
results were discovered with information obtained at a CALS recruitment booth, 
conversation with a CALS representative, and ISU publication as only 35% indicated being 
influenced by these items.  Rayfield et al. (2013) found similar results as printed recruitment 
material was considered not important in the selection of a major.  Robinson et al. (2007) 
reported that printed publications were the second most influential factor after a campus visit, 
and Shrestha et al. (2011) found printed publications to be the third most influential factor. 
A letter of information mailed from the department was considered influential by 
58% of respondents, and 24% indicated a letter was not applicable to their decision.  
Robinson et al. (2007) found similar results with a letter from the university being the third 
most important influencer.  Generation Z students liked personal communication with a real 
person, but they did not prefer communicating via email (Seemiller & Grace, 2016). 
University factors 
Reputation of the university and department was an important influencer for 
participants.  Quality of the facilities was important to the participants as 93% indicated a 
level of influence and 20% found it extremely influential.  Reputation of the university was a 
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close second as 92% marked some level of influence and 27% indicating it was extremely 
influential.  This was directly in line with the 2016 CIRP first-year survey that found 67% of 
first-year students indicated that the academic reputation was very important in their decision 
to attend college (Eagan et al., 2017).  Pritchard et al. (2018) also found that reputation of the 
program was important. 
 Campus environment was the third most indicated factor for students in the as 89% 
marked influential.  Cost of tuition was the next most reported influencer with 87% of 
students indicating an influential response and 25% rating it as extremely influential.  
Generation Z students were very concerned with the cost of college because they did not 
want to be saddled with massive amounts of debt when they started into the workforce, but 
they were willing to invest if they saw the value and importance of spending money 
(Seemiller & Grace, 2016). 
 Quality and reputation of the students was the fifth most recorded factor with 86% 
indicating a favorable response.  Stair et al. (2016), Rocca (2013), and Barkley and Parrish 
(2005) all concluded that quality and reputation of the students was among the top five 
recorded influencers.  Prestige of the university was the sixth most recorded factor with 86% 
indicating a level of influence.  Prestige of the university tied in with reputation and quality 
of faculty, programs, students, and quality of the facilities, so it was not surprising that 
students indicated prestige as an influencer. 
Scholarships were not mentioned at all during the interviews, but much literature 
supported the idea that scholarships would be an influencer in choosing a university and a 
major.  Results indicated that 82% of respondents designated scholarship opportunities as an 
influencer and 28% marked it extremely influential.  Other financial aid available was also 
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influential but slightly less important, as only 77% indicated it as influential.  These results 
were higher than those from Foreman et al. (2018), who found 24% of prospective students 
indicated that financial aid was an important influencer.  Rayfield et al. (2013) found that 
50% indicated that scholarships were not influential.  These results were congruent with 
recent research on the current generation entering the university system being concerned with 
how to pay for college and avoid debt (Seemiller & Grace, 2016). 
The variety of majors offered was considered to be an influencer in the survey as 79% 
of participants indicating a level of influence and 20% marking it extremely influential.  
Herren (2003) found similar results with an overall ranking of moderately influential.  
Location was a theme that developed during the interview process and participants indicated 
they liked the small town feeling of the campus.  Participants indicated that location was an 
influencer with 72% indicating influence, but distance from home was a stronger influencer 
(80%).  This is similar to findings by Rocca (2013) that ranked distance from home as the 
fourth most influential factor of 16 factors dealing with institutional characteristics.  Of 
incoming students, 38% in the CIRP first-year survey (2016) study enrolled in colleges 
within 50 miles of home (Eagan et al., 2017). 
Study abroad was not found in the literature to be an influencer but during the 
instrument development study abroad surfaced as a theme.  Survey results indicated that 25% 
of respondents did not consider study abroad in their decision-making process, but when 
those who did not consider study abroad were removed from the data set, 75% of students 
indicated study abroad was influential with 25% indicating it was not influential. 
The opportunities for extracurricular activities factor was a common theme that 
surfaced during the instrument development phase, and subjects liked the variety and sheer 
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number of extracurricular activities that were available to students.  Survey results also 
indicated that this was an influential factor, as 72% gave it an influential rating and 23% 
selected moderately influential.  The interview participants during the instrument 
development phase suggested adding opportunities to socialize to the survey as an influencer.  
Socialization and extracurricular activities fit together, and 71% of survey respondents 
indicated a level of influence with 24% marking it moderately influential.  Findings by 
Foreman et al. (2018) supported these findings, as 29% of students indicated that 
extracurricular activities were influential. 
Housing was the last influential factor and included three different items: quality of 
campus housing, availability of campus housing, and cost of room and board.  Overall, these 
three factors were considered influential with an average of 66%.  The most influential factor 
was cost of room and board followed by quality and availability.  These results were more 
influential than what Herren (2003) found as participants indicated only a slight influence in 
these categories.  Other friends attending the university and opportunities for undergraduate 
research were both considered uninfluential factors with more than half of the respondents 
indicating not applicable or not influential. 
Departmental factors 
Overwhelmingly, the most important factor in this group was major that I enjoy.  
Only 2% of participants responded that an enjoyable major was not influential or applicable 
in their decision to major in agriculture.  This was consistent with all previous research, as 
interest and fit were highlighted numerous times throughout the literature as an important 
influencer in the selection of major (DeMarie & Aloise-Young, 2003; Malgwi et al., 2005).  
The CIRP first-year survey study also found that 84% of first-year students chose their major 
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to learn more about things that interest them (Eagan et al., 2017).  Generation Z wants to 
graduate and get a job they love (Seemiller & Grace, 2016). 
Considering reputation of the university was the most frequently selected university 
factor; reputation of the department was also a very strong influencer.  More than 90% of 
participants indicated reputation was influential and 56% considered it either very or 
extremely influential.  The curriculum was also an important consideration for students, as 
88% designated some level of influence with 26% indicating it was very influential.  
Departmental facilities were the fourth most recorded factor in this category with 27% 
ranking it moderately influential and 86% indicating it was influential.  The final factor was 
reputation of the faculty within the department and while it was the lowest ranked in the 
category, it still had 81% of respondents ranking it at some level of influence with 30% 
marking moderately influential. 
Career factors 
The interviews revealed that job placement rates and high graduation rates were both 
influencers in their decisions to major in agriculture.  Career opportunities were the most 
recorded factor in this category with 92% of survey respondents indicating some level of 
influence and 35% marking it extremely influential.  Opportunities for career advancement 
were the second most recorded factor with 88% indicating some level of influence and 28% 
marking very influential.  Foreman et al. (2018), Stair et al. (2016), Rayfield et al. (2013), 
Rocca, (2013), and Beggs et al. (2008) all have comparable findings that career opportunities 
after graduation are important influencers in the selection of a major. 
Opportunities for internships was the third most recorded factor in this group, and 
85% indicated being influenced by internship prospects with 27% stating it was extremely 
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influential in their decision.  Research by Foreman et al. (2018) and Shrestha et al. (2011) 
supported the finding that internships are an influential factor in major and college choice.  
The fourth most recorded factor was the salary range for graduates.  Seventy-nine percent of 
participants indicated that salary range was influential in their decision with 23% ranking it 
moderately influential.  Pritchard et al. (2018) and Stair et al. (2016) both had similar 
findings.  The 2016 CIRP first-year study also found that 73% of first-year student said 
making more money was important in their college choice (Eagan et al., 2017). 
The final factor in this category was career fair.  Participants indicated that it was 
influential with 62% responding that it was influential, but 22% marked it as not applicable.  
Assuming that perhaps those 109 students were not aware of the career fair, those students 
were removed from the data and recalculated, which made career fair even more influential 
at 79%.  This was a new finding but was not surprising since CALS had the largest career 
fair in the country (Gaul, 2018). 
Personal factors 
Seven factors made up this category, and all were considered influential by 
participants in both phases of the research.  The most recorded factor was enjoying a 
challenge, and 96% of participants surveyed indicated this was an influencer.  The second 
most recorded factor was enjoy being outdoors.  This was a common theme with 88.2% of 
the survey participants.  Third was love of science, and 88% of participants indicated some 
level of influence. 
A desire to work in environmental sustainably was added to the survey based on the 
comments from the reviewers.  This factor proved to be a substantial influencer with 86% of 
respondents indicating some level of influence in their decision.  Twenty-seven percent 
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marked that a desire to work in environmental sustainability was moderately influential.  This 
is congruent with Generation Z’s need to have an impact and create social change (Seemiller 
& Grace, 2016) 
Previous work experience in the field of your major was the next most selected 
influential personal factor with 85% of students designating it as influential.  Twenty-eight 
percent indicated that it was extremely influential.  The factor enjoy working with animals 
was more frequently marked as extremely influential (43%) than any other factor in this 
category and overall 84% of students indicated some level of influence.  Involvement in 
production agriculture was the seventh most recorded response on the list of personal factors.  
The survey results indicated that 74% marked influential for this factor, 26% designated 
extremely influential and 26% recorded not influential. 
Relationships Among the Demographics 
Significant persons 
It is important to note that when addressing non-response error, the respondents in 
gender were not representative of the population and caution should be used when 
generalizing this relationship to the entire population.  When taking into consideration 
differences in demographics, parents were consistently the most influential regardless of 
race, gender, or hometown.  White students indicated that parents were more influential 
(75%) than students from other races (50%).  Thirty-three percent of other races considered a 
parent as not applicable in their decision.  Students who grew up on a farm indicated that an 
agriculture teacher or 4-H educator was influential in their college decision, but this was not 
a surprising statistic since 80% of participants from a farm background were enrolled in 4-H 
and 79% were enrolled in FFA.  ISU alumni, current CALS student, CALS faculty or staff, 
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and a relative were all significant influencers in the students with a farm background with 
50% or more of the students indicating some level of influence. 
Previous campus experiences and communication with the university before entering 
There were no significant differences between races for this category.  When 
comparing gender within the previous experience or communication category, the 
departmental website yielded significant differences.  Twenty-one percent of males indicated 
that the departmental website was not applicable, but both genders indicated it was impactful 
with females (80%) finding it more influential than males (65%).  Participation in an on-
campus athletic event was not considered influential by males or females, but 64% of 
females indicated athletic events were not applicable compared to 47% of males. 
Place of residence prior to entering the university had few significant differences.  
Overall recruitment efforts made by the university were most impactful to students from a 
farm background.  Multimedia advertisements were not considered impactful by any of the 
groups, but 61% of students from the suburbs and 73% of students from the city indicated 
that advertisements were not applicable.  This could indicate that multimedia advertisements 
were not aired in larger cities and suburbs, or that there were so many different universities 
advertising that ISU did not really stand out.  Personal letters from ISU were most influential 
for participants from a farm background (65%).  Campus visits were influential to all groups, 
and those from a farm background indicated the most influence at 77%.  More than half of 
participants from cities and rural towns indicated that ISU publications were not applicable to 
their decision, but students with a farm background found ISU publications to be the most 
useful with 50% indicating they were impactful in their decision.  Interaction with a CALS 
recruitment booth was not considered influential by any group; however, 48% of farm youth 
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found it impactful in their decision while the majority of suburban, city, and students from an 
acreage indicated it was not applicable. 
University factors 
Campus location and distance from home was far more influential to Whites than 
other races.  Seventy-six percent of Whites indicated that the location of the university was 
an important factor in their decision while only 40% of other races said that was an 
influencer.  Distance from home was also more influential to Whites (82%) than other races 
(58%).  The prestige of ISU was influential to all races, but whites found it to be a larger 
influence (93%) and other races only chose influential 72% of the time.  The factor, 
opportunities to socialize, was also far more influential for White students (73%) than other 
races (50%). 
Gender differences were statistically significant within this category with the majority 
of females indicating that all but one of the university factors were more influential than 
males.  Seventy-one percent of females found study abroad to be more influential while 31% 
of males did not consider it a factor in their major decision.  Campus environment was more 
influential to females (94%) than to males (80%).  Scholarship and other financial aid were 
influential factors for both genders, but 14% of males did not even consider financial aid a 
factor compared to 4% of females.  Availability of campus housing was not considered 
influential by 58% of females, but only 22% of males responded that they did not consider it 
a factor.  Quality of the housing was more influential to both groups than was availability of 
housing.  Cost of room and board was more influential in females (76%) than males (67%).  
This is consistent with the CIRP first-year survey that found that 16% of women worry about 
financing college as compared to 10% of men (Eagan et al., 2017).  The university offering a 
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variety of majors was more influential for females (84%) than males (73%).  Class size and 
extracurricular opportunities were also more influential with female respondents than male 
respondents.  The only factor that was more influential to males was other friends attending 
the university (55%) while the majority of females indicated it was not influential. 
University factors and place of residence before college yielded some interesting 
results.  Quality and reputation of the students attending the university was important to all 
groups but was most influential to participants from a city (96%).  Students from a farm 
background indicated that the prestige of ISU was most influential to them with 93% 
responding influential.  The factor, other friends attending the university, was only influential 
to the majority of students from a farm or city background.  Study abroad was influential for 
the majority of all groups but most influential to students from a suburb of a city with a 
population more than 50,000 (76%). 
Departmental factors 
The only demographic group that had any statistically significant differences was 
between gender and curriculum.  Females (91%) were influenced more by the curriculum 
than males were (81%).  Malgwi et al. (2005) found similar results indicating that females 
are more influenced by aptitude than males and therefore, curriculum is more important to a 
female student. 
Career factors 
Internships were more influential to females (89%) than males (79%), and 14% of 
males did not consider internships in their decision compared to only 8% of females.  The 
majority of the differences in career factors were between the places of residence before 
entering the university.  Students from a town or city with a population from 10,000 to 
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50,000 and student from a central city did not consider the career fair to be an influencer in 
their decision.  Students from a farm indicated the strongest influence with 70%.  
Opportunities for career advancement was also the most influential factor with students from 
a farm background (93%) and least influential with students from a rural, non-farm town 
with a population less than 10,000 (74%). 
Personal factors 
Race and gender did not yield many statistically significant differences within this 
factor.  Both race and gender had significant differences in previous work experience in the 
field of your major.  Males (91%) indicated this was more influential than females (82%) and 
in the race demographic, Whites indicated a more influential response (86%) than other races 
(73%).  Enjoy being outdoors was also more influential with males (93%) than with females 
(86%). 
Place of residence before entering the university had several statistically significant 
differences to note.  Prior involvement in production agriculture was not surprisingly most 
influential with farm background student (98%) and not influential with those from the 
suburbs (47%) or those from a city (48%).  However, it is important to note that while suburb 
and city students did not find it influential as a whole, a large number still considered it in 
their decision even though they did not grow up on a farm.  Previous work experience in the 
field of your major and enjoy being outdoors were also most influential with participants 
from a farm background, but all residence areas indicated it was influential to some degree.  
Love of science was most influential with students from the suburbs (96%) and those from a 
central city (96%).  Ninety-one percent of students from a city also indicated that enjoy 
working with animals was more influential than students from any other type of residence.  
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Students with a farm background (92%) were more influenced by the desire to work in 
environmental sustainability than any other residential group.  While previous research did 
not specifically compare place of residence with interest, the overall findings were congruent 
with Stair et al. (2016) and Tarpley and Miller (2004) that found that students who majored 
in agriculture had an interest in science, working with animals, and being outdoors. 
Differences Among Entrance Types 
Students entering directly from high school were compared to students entering from 
a community college.  Not surprisingly, community college students indicated that 
community college instructors were significantly more influential (63.4%).  Parents were 
more influential for high school entrants (78.1%) than community college (67.9%).  No 
significant differences were found between the groups for previous campus experiences and 
communication.  However, university factors did yield some differences between the two 
groups.  Campus housing was far more important to high school students (80%), and this 
included availability, quality, and cost of housing.  The majority of community college 
students (51%) indicated that housing concerns were not influential at all in their decision.  
This was not an unusual response considering that only 7% of transfer students lived on 
campus (ISU Department of Residence-Housing, 2016).  Other friends attending the 
university were far more influential for high school students (68.5%) than transfer students 
(31.5%).  The cost of college was an important influencer for both groups, but it was more 
influential to high school students (90%) than community college students (79.5%).  
Scholarship offerings were more important to high school students (88.5%) than transfer 
students (63.4%).  Study abroad was an important influencer for high school students 
(65.4%) but was considered non-influential for community college students (53.3%).  The 
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availability of extracurricular activities was also more influential for high school students 
(74.9%) than community college students (64.3%).  Career factors, departmental factors, and 
personal factor results were all similar between the two groups. 
Differences Among Majors 
This study sought to fill the gaps in the literature and determine if there were any 
significant differences between majors and the factors that motivated participants to choose a 
specific major within CALS.  Statistically significant differences were found in the following 
categories: significant persons, previous experiences, university factors, career factors, and 
personal factors.  In the area of significant persons, the majority of animal ecology (53.2%) 
and biology (57.9%) majors indicated that an agriculture teacher was not applicable to their 
decision.  This is not surprising since the majority of those students (85%) were not enrolled 
in FFA during their high school years.  A current CALS student was considered influential 
for AGLSE (67.6%) and agricultural business (58%) majors.  Animal ecology majors 
considered them inapplicable in their decision (61.7%).  All other majors considered them 
non-influential.  An ISU alum was most influential to AGLSE (60%), agricultural business 
(63%), agricultural studies (72%) and agronomy (53%).  4-H extension educator was most 
influential in AGLSE (54%).  CALS faculty and staff was influential with AGLSE (63%), 
agricultural business (53%), agricultural studies (56%), and agronomy (55%).  A relative 
who attended ISU was most influential with agricultural studies (67%), agricultural business 
(62%) and AGLSE (57%).  Overall, it is important to keep in mind that parents were still the 
most influential individuals in selecting a major and even though other individuals were 
considered influential by various majors, their level of influence was moderate to slight. 
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 Previous experiences with the university by major yielded some differences.  The 
departmental website was considered most influential by animal science students (81%) and 
agriculture business majors (80%).  The majority of all other majors considered their 
departmental website influential.  A letter from the university or department was also 
considered influential by all majors except biology, in which 43% indicated it was not 
applicable.  Printed publications were only influential to agronomy majors (56%).  
Multimedia advertisements were influential to agriculture and life sciences education, as well 
as agriculture business majors while all other majors considered them inapplicable or not 
influential. 
 The majority (60%) of participants majoring in agricultural and life science 
education, agriculture business, agriculture studies, and agronomy indicated that having other 
friends attending the university was influential in their decision.  The opportunity to conduct 
undergraduate research was influential to biology majors (76%), animal science majors 
(55%) and agronomy majors (50%).  Study abroad was not influential to agriculture studies 
majors (61%), and it was most influential to biology majors (75.7%). 
 Under the career factors category, salary was the only factor that yielded any 
significant differences, and it was most influential for agronomy majors (97.4%), but most 
respondents also considered it to be an important factor in their decision.  All the personal 
factors, except for enjoying a challenge, had significant differences in this category.  Not 
surprisingly, involvement in production agriculture was not influential for animal ecology or 
biology majors since only 8.5% of animal ecology and 5.1% of biology majors indicated that 
they grew up on a farm.  All biology majors surveyed indicated that the love of science was 
influential in their decision.  Working with animals was most influential for animal ecology 
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(100%) and animal science (99.2%), but all majors considered it influential.  A desire to 
work in environmental sustainability was most influential for animal ecology (95.7%) and 
AGLSE majors.  Environmental sustainability was least important to biology majors 
(61.5%).  Agronomy majors loved the outdoors, as 100% indicated that was an influencer.  
Agricultural studies majors were influenced by having previous work experience in the field 
of their major (100%). 
Conclusions 
 The first four objectives of this study described factors related to interpersonal, 
environmental, and personal characteristics of the student and the university.  The fifth 
objective of the study was to determine if there were any significant differences among race, 
gender, and place of residence before enrolling in the university.  Overall, there were very 
few statistically significant differences between the groups formed based on demographic 
characteristics on the factors influencing choice of major.  The findings that were statistically 
significant really did not have a great impact on recruitment strategies.  The sixth objective 
sought to determine differences between transfer students and those that entered the 
university directly from high school.  There were a few statistically significant differences, 
but overall the influencing factors were similar regardless of how they entered the university.  
Finally, the last objective was to determine differences between the majors, and there were 
some significant differences and interesting findings within this group.  The major 
conclusions are summarized below: 
• Parents and guardians continue to be the biggest influencer in a student’s decision to 
choose a college and a major.  4-H educators and agriculture teachers are influential 
to those students enrolled in 4-H or FFA. 
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• Getting students to campus when they are in high school or even earlier in their life 
will serve as an influencer in their decision.  Participation in youth events held on 
campus, such as FFA and 4-H, are influential in the college decision. 
• Campus visits are extremely influential. 
• Websites are the starting point for the decision-making process. 
• Personal communication with a faculty member is important. 
• Personal written communication is influential even in this technological age.  
Students still like to get a personal note in the mail. 
• The reputation of the university, faculty, students, and programs are important to all 
students. 
• Campus environment and location of the campus and distance from home are 
important factors. 
• Tuition and other costs are important to prospective students. 
• Extracurricular activities and opportunities to socialize are important. 
• Study abroad opportunities and the campus environment are more influential to 
females. 
• Career opportunities are key to getting students interested in a major.  This includes 
internships, career advancement opportunities, and salary. 
• The influencing factors are similar for all students regardless of race or gender. 
• Overall recruitment efforts by the university resonate more with students from a farm 
background. 
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• The factors of influence are the same between the majorities of the majors, but the 
level of influence is different. 
Recommendations for Practice 
Based on the findings from this study, it is important to appeal to the parents in 
recruitment materials and through college visits.  If the parents like the institution, then there 
is a greater chance that the student will want to attend.  Campus visits are crucial in the 
college and major decision choice.  During these visits, it is beneficial to meet with a faculty 
member.  The campus visit is an opportune time to show off the beauty of the campus, talk 
about the town, and highlight the features of the campus itself.  Students are choosing 
universities that are closer to home to save money, so putting emphasis on location and how 
close the university is to home is influential.  Since prospective students are influenced by the 
quality of students attending the university, have current university students lead tours and 
host campus visits during the fall and spring when more students are on campus.  Follow up a 
campus visit with a personal letter mailed to the student from a faculty member in the 
department. 
Tuition and other costs are important to this generation, and it is an influencing factor 
in their major decision.  Be honest and up front about tuition and provide options for other 
financial aid and scholarships.  Generation Z is concerned about debt and wants to be fiscally 
responsible, but members of this generation will invest in their future if they believe it is 
worthwhile (Seemiller & Grace, 2016). 
Encouraging other youth organizations to hold events on campus and allowing CALS 
to take an active role in the program could increase recruitment efforts.  Also, being present 
when students are on campus for Odyssey of the Mind, Science Fair, Lego League, or World 
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Food Prize could also be a great recruitment tool.  Continuing to support FFA and 4-H events 
on campus is still important.  Providing recruitment material to 4-H and agricultural 
educators would be helpful since those individuals do influence students enrolled in those 
programs.  Printed recruitment materials are not as influential as websites, so investing in 
quality web pages that are attention-getting, work properly, and are easy to navigate is a key 
influencer with students. 
Tailoring a recruitment program based on major and those factors that are most 
influential to students in that major is a tool that could be useful for each department, but also 
gives a glimpse into what types of students are majoring within a specific department.  Table 
48 displays a chart of the influential factors by major; the factors are listed in order of 
influence.  Personal factors were all influential to most every major but highlighting the fact 
that CALS majors were challenging and science-based, provided opportunities to be outdoors 
and work with animals were key factors that students indicated as influential.  The desire to 
work in environmental sustainability goes to the core of this generation’s desire to make a 
difference and create change. 
Finally, based on this research a revised choice of major model was created, and 
Figure 5 illustrates the new model.  This model combines personal and interpersonal factors 
into one category of personal and then includes university factors.  Personal factors include 
demographics, interests, previous experiences, communication with the university and 
significant people.  Under the heading of significant people, the only individuals listed are 
parents/guardians because that was the only response that 50% or more of participants 
indicated was influential.  Environmental factors include the university and careers.  This 
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simplified model includes only those factors that were considered influential by at least half 
of the subjects in this study. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
 This study focused on why students chose to major in a degree program at ISU’s 
CALS.  Some of the data collected have implications for determining factors that influence a 
student’s decision to choose a specific institution of higher learning.  Utilizing the data found 
in this study coupled with another study on the process of how students go about choosing 
where they want to continue their education would be beneficial.  Researchers could also 
examine whether students choose the school based on their major or if students find a school 
and then choose a major would be a great addition to these findings. 
 ISU’s CALS includes not only agriculture majors, but also life science majors such as 
diet and exercise, culinary food science, dietetics, and nursing.  Low response rates did not 
allow for any comparisons with these majors.  Additionally, the survey instrument really 
focuses on agriculture-related topics, so further research targeted to life science majors would 
provide a better model for recruitment into all majors within CALS. 
 This study did not find statistically significant differences between races.  Since the 
sample of minority students was so small, getting a larger sample of minorities and analyzing 
them by race rather than combining them together into one category could yield different 
results and assist with minority recruitment efforts. 
The current research on Generation Z provides some interesting ideas for further research.  
This generation is concerned about the welfare of everyone and the impacts of legislation on 
the entire population, not just themselves (Seemiller & Grace, 2016).  This study found that a 
desire to work in environmental sustainability was a significant influencer in their choice of 
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major and that certainly has the potential to impact society as a whole.  Therefore, 
researching how this concern to create change affects major, and the choice could provide 




Table 48.  Influential factors by major 
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Table 48.  (continued) 
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APPENDIX B.  SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
Factors Influencing First-Year Enrollment in CALS at ISU 
 
 
This is a research project to determine what factors influenced your decision to major in CALS at ISU.  Your 
participation is completely voluntary, and you may end the survey at any time.  Your identity will not be linked 
to your responses.  Thank you for participating. 
How influential were the following personal factors in deciding your major? 










outdoors  o  o  o  o  o  
Enjoy working 
with animals  o  o  o  o  o  
Love of science  
o  o  o  o  o  
Involvement in 
production 
agriculture  o  o  o  o  o  
Previous work 
experience in 
the field of 
your major  
o  o  o  o  o  
Enjoy a 
challenge  o  o  o  o  o  




o  o  o  o  o  
Other, please 
specify  o  o  o  o  o  
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How influential was input from other individuals in making your decision to attend Iowa State University and 













high school  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Parent or 





o  o  o  o  o  o  
High school 
guidance 
counselor  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Agriculture 
teacher  o  o  o  o  o  o  
4-H 
Extension 
educator  o  o  o  o  o  o  
High school 
science 
teacher  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Other high 
school 
teacher  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Community 
college 
instructor  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Community 
college 
counselor  o  o  o  o  o  o  
ISU 




student  o  o  o  o  o  o  
CALS faculty 
and/or staff  o  o  o  o  o  o  
CALS 
Ambassador  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Listed below are several ways you might have learned about or been involved with the College of Agricultural 
and Life Sciences (CALS) before enrolling.  For each source you used or experience you had, please select how 
















o  o  o  o  o  o  
Personal 
conversation 
with a CALS 
representative  
o  o  o  o  o  o  
Information 




o  o  o  o  o  o  
Participation in 
on-campus FFA 
events  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Participation in  
on-campus 4-H 
events  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Participation in 





the department  
o  o  o  o  o  o  
ISU website  
o  o  o  o  o  o  
CALS website  





o  o  o  o  o  o  
Printed ISU 
publications  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Multimedia 
advertisements  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Participation in 
athletic events 






o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
















the university  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Prestige of the 
university  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Quality of 
facilities  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Quality and 
reputation of 
the students  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Quality of on-
campus 
housing.  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Availability of 
on-campus 
housing  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Cost of tuition 
and fees  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Cost of room 
and board  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Scholarships 
awarded  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Availability of 
other financial 
aid  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Size of classes  
o  o  o  o  o  o  
Campus 
environment  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Variety of 
majors offered  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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City in which 
campus is 
located  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Distance from 
home  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Extracurricular 
Opportunities  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Study Abroad 
Opportunities  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Career Fair  
o  o  o  o  o  o  
Other friends 
attending  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Opportunities 





o  o  o  o  o  o  
 














Quality and reputation of 
the faculty  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Quality and reputation of 
the department/program  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Career opportunities 
available for graduates  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Quality of facilities in the 
department  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Internship Opportunities  
o  o  o  o  o  o  
Curriculum  
o  o  o  o  o  o  
Salary range for graduates  
o  o  o  o  o  o  
Opportunities for career 
advancement  o  o  o  o  o  o  
A major I enjoy  
o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
How did you enter Iowa State University? 
o Directly from high school 
o Transferred from community college 
o Transferred from another university 
o Other, please specify ________________________________________________ 
Were you ever a 4-H member? 
o Yes, how many years were you a member? ________________________________________________ 
o No 
Were you ever an FFA member? 
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o Yes, how many years were you a member? ________________________________________________ 
o No 
Please indicate your major 
o Agricultural and Life Sciences Education 
o Agricultural Biochemistry 
o Agricultural Business 
o Agricultural Studies 
o Agricultural Systems Technology 
o Agriculture and Society 
o Agriculture Exploration 
o Agronomy 
o Animal Ecology 
o Animal Science 
o Biology 
o Culinary Food Science 
o Dairy Science 
o Diet and Exercise 
o Dietetics 
o Environmental Science 
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o Environmental Studies 
o Food Science 
o Forestry 
o Genetics 
o Global Resource Systems 
o Horticulture 
o Industrial Technology 
o International Agriculture 
o Microbiology 
o Nutritional Science 
o Seed Science 
 
My gender is: 
o Male 
o Female 
My ethnicity is: 
o White, non-Hispanic 
o Hispanic or Latino 
o Native American 
o Black, African American 
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o Asian/ Pacific Islander 
o Other (Please Specify) ________________________________________________ 
 
Describe where you grew up: 
o Farm 
o Acreage in rural area 
o Rural, non-farm town under 10,000 
o Town/city 10,000-50,000 
o Suburb of a city 
o Central City 
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APPENDIX D.  INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 
Interview Protocol 
Thank you for joining our focus group discussion.  My name is Amy Powell, and I will be 
facilitating our discussion today. 
Have any of you ever participated in a focus group?  We’re going to be talking about your 
perceptions and thoughts about what factors influenced your decision to major in the field of 
agriculture.  I want to hear about your experiences.  It’s a way for you to provide me with 
information about why you chose your major for the purpose of understanding it.  Our 
session should last about an hour. 
Directions 
Right now, I want to let you know about a few things we’re doing today.  I will be audio 
recording this, and the results will be reported. 
Procedures 
● There are no right or wrong answers; I want to hear your personal perspectives. 
● Be honest, I want to know what you really think. 
● I want to hear from everyone, so don’t be shy; on the other hand, be considerate of 
others if you notice that you are talking too much and others are contributing less. 
● One person should talk at a time, but there is no need to raise your hand to contribute; 
try to let the conversation flow naturally. 
● Please put away your cell phone for the duration of the focus group. 
● There are no official breaks, but feel free to need to use the restroom if needed. 
● You are welcome to eat and drink during the interview. 
● Please write your first and last name on the name tent, you will notice that the tents 
are numbered and this is to help me create a coding system so that I can more 
effectively keep records.  Your name and code will only be known to me and will not 
be shared in the final published research. 
Introductions: 
Let’s start by introducing ourselves.  Please say your name and your major.  I’ll start. 
Engagement Questions 
Think back to when you began looking at schools and majors.  What grade did you really 
begin thinking about attending college? 
Exploration Questions 
When you started thinking about colleges, what did you start with to gather information 
about the schools and majors you were interested in attending? 
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Researchers have put together a couple of models that describe factors influencing the 
selection of a college major.  I have compiled the two models into one and here is a diagram 
of the model.  Take a few moments and read over the model. 
What is your immediate reaction to the model? 
Let’s break the model down into its parts and discuss your thoughts about each area. 
Interpersonal Factors 
Interpersonal Factors—what comes to mind when you hear this phrase? 
What interpersonal factors went into your decision to choose your major? 
Personal Factors 
What comes to mind when you see the phrase personal characteristics? 
What personal characteristics do you think affected your decision to choose your major? 
Environmental Factors 
What are the environmental factors that affected your major choice? 
College Related 
How many other colleges or universities did you visit before making your decision to attend 
ISU? 
What were some of the factors you looked at when you were visiting these schools? 
How did you find information about ISU? 
Career Related 
What did you think of when you saw career characteristics on the model? 
What career are you considering? 
What if any career/industry factors when into your decision to choose your major? 
As you think about why you chose your major, what factors are missing that you considered 
important when you chose your major? 
What factors are on this model that are not relevant to choosing a major? 
 
Exit Questions 




Thank you for your help today.  This session was informative.  If you have any questions 
after the session here is my business card so you may contact me.  This information will be 
used to create a survey that will be sent out to all first-year students in CALS. 
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APPENDIX E.  SURVEY EVALUATION RUBRIC 
Factors Influencing Choice of Major in the College of Agriculture and Life Sciences at 
Iowa State University: A Mixed Methods Study 
 
The objectives of this study are to: 
1. Identify demographic characteristics of first-year freshmen and transfer students 
entering the College of Agriculture and Life Sciences at Iowa State University. 
2. Determine what personal characteristics influenced the students’ decisions to enroll in 
their major. (demographic and psychographic) 
3. Determine what interpersonal factors influenced the students’ decisions to enroll in 
their major. (people & experiences) 
4. Determine what environmental factors influenced the students’ decisions to enroll in 
their major.  (college-related and career-related) 
5. Determine if participation in 4-H and FFA has an impact on the students’ decisions to 
enroll in their major. 
6. Determine if the factors that influence students’ decisions to enroll in their major are 
different based on demographics. 
7. Determine if the factors that influence students’ decisions are different between 
majors within CALS. 
I conducted a series of focus groups and personal interviews to help inform the development 
of my survey instrument.  The factors that are listed in this instrument are the common themes 
that came from the qualitative research along with past research. 
 
1. Please consider whether each item is: 
● relevant to the objectives 
● clear and concise 
● not “double-barreled.” 
● free of technical jargon 
2. Please review each of the items in the questionnaire. Indicate if each item should be: 
1. Retained as is (Requires no mark) 
2. Modified and retained (Make edits / comments on the questionnaire) 
3. Deleted (Marked through) 
3. Then, please circle one of the following responses. 
A. The questionnaire is content and face valid 
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B. The questionnaire will be content and face valid after making the changes I 
have recommend. 
C. The questionnaire is not content valid for the following reason: 




Personal factors include demographics, interests, and values of the individuals (Hodges & 
Karpova, 2010). 
 
In your opinion does question 2 measure personal factors? 
Yes 
No (Please Explain) 
 
Interpersonal Factors 
Interpersonal factors are the people and personal experiences that would influence their 
decision to major in agriculture (Hodges & Karpova, 2010). 
 
In your opinion does question 3 measure interpersonal factors? 
Yes 
No (Please Explain) 
 
Environmental Factors 
Environmental factors are those items related to the university itself and career opportunities 
that would influence an individual to major in agriculture (Hodges & Karpova, 2010). 
 
In your opinion do questions 4 & 5 measure environmental factors? 
Yes 
No (Please Explain)  
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I am writing to ask for your help with my dissertation research study aimed at determining 
what factors influence a student’s decision to major in the field of agriculture and life 
sciences.  You have been selected to participate in this study because you are a first-time 
enrollee in CALS at ISU.  I am requesting that you take a few moments to complete this brief 
survey about why you chose your major. 
 
By participating in this survey, you are agreeing that you are at least 18 years old.  The 
survey is short, only 13 questions and should take about five minutes to complete.  To take 
the survey, simply click on this link 
 
The survey is confidential.  Your participation is voluntary and if you come to a question you 
prefer not to answer, please skip it and go to the next.  Should you have any questions or 





AGLSES Graduate Student 
 
First reminder 
A few days ago I sent you an email requesting your participation in a study designed to 
gather data on factors influencing your decision to major in CALS at ISU.  If you have 
already completed the survey, please accept my sincere thanks.  If you have not completed 







AGLSES Graduate Student 
 
Second reminder 
Last week I sent you an email asking you to complete a survey about what factors influenced 
your decision to choose a major within the College of Agriculture and Life Sciences.  I really 
need your help in getting this research completed.  It will help me complete my dissertation 
and provide important information for recruitment strategies in the future.  It should only 
take about 5 minutes of your time. 
Thank you for your help! 
Sincerely, 
Amy Powell 
AGLSES Graduate Student 
 
Third reminder 
Last month I contacted you asking for your help with my study entitled “Factors influencing 
first-year enrollment in CALS at ISU.”  I am writing to you again because I really need your 
opinions to ensure my results are as accurate as possible.  Please take five minutes to 
complete the survey! 
Sincerely, 
Amy Powell 
AGLSES Graduate Student 
 
Final reminder 
I am writing one last time to ask you to be a part of my study about major choice at ISU.  I 
really want to include your voice in my research and would appreciate you taking five 
minutes to complete the survey.  I am especially grateful for your help and look forward to 
compiling the results.  I hope you have a great end to the semester. 
Sincerely, 
Amy Powell 
AGLSES Graduate Student  
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APPENDIX H.  INFORMED CONSENT FOR INTERVIEWS 
CONSENT FORM FOR:  Factors influencing choice of major in the College of Agriculture and Life 
Sciences at ISU 
This form describes a research project. It has information to help you decide whether or not 
you wish to participate. Research studies include only people who choose to take part—your 
participation is completely voluntary. Please discuss any questions you have about the study or 
about this form with the project staff before deciding to participate. 
 
Who is conducting this study?  This study is being conducted by Amy Powell, 4-H Extension STEM 
Specialist 
Why am I invited to participate in this study?  You are being asked to take part in this study 
because you a first-year student majoring in a department within CALS at ISU. 
What is the purpose of this study? The purpose of this study is to identify the factors that students 
use to choose a major. 
What will I be asked to do? If you agree to participate, you will be asked to participate in a group 
discussion about your thoughts why you chose a major in CALS.  Your participation will last for one 
hour, and your responses will be audio recorded. 
What are the possible risks or discomforts and benefits of my participation?  There are no known 
risks or discomforts from participation in this study.  You may not receive any direct benefit from 
taking part in this study. 
How will the information I provide be used? The information you provide will be used for the 
following purposes: To develop a baseline assessment of what factors influenced your decision to 
choose a major within CALS and to then everyone’s responses will be combined to develop a survey 
that will be distributed to all CALS first-year students. 
What measures will be taken to ensure the confidentiality of the data or to protect my privacy? 
Records identifying participants will be kept confidential to the extent allowed by applicable laws 
and regulations. Records will not be made publicly available. However, federal government 
regulatory agencies, auditing departments of Iowa State University, and the ISU Institutional Review 
Board (a committee that reviews and approves research studies with human subjects) may inspect 
and/or copy study records for quality assurance and analysis. These records may contain private 
information. 
To ensure confidentiality to the extent permitted by law, the following measures will be taken: 
Responses will be kept in a locked file cabinet located in the researcher’s office. 
 
Will I incur any costs from participating or will I be compensated? 
You will not have any costs from participating in this study.  You will not be compensated for 
participating in this study. 
 
What are my rights as a human research participant? 
Participating in this study is completely voluntary. You may choose not to take part in the 
study or to stop participating at any time, for any reason, without penalty or negative 
155 
consequences. You can skip any questions that you do not wish to answer. Your choice of whether 
or not to participate will have no impact on you as a student or your grades. 
If you have any questions about the rights of research subjects or research-related injury, 
please contact the IRB Administrator, (515) 294-4566, IRB@iastate.edu, or Director, (515) 294-3115, 
Office for Responsible Research, 1138 Pearson Hall, Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa 50011. 
 
Whom can I call if I have questions about the study? 
You are encouraged to ask questions at any time during this study. For further information, 
please contact Amy Powell, Extension Specialist at 515-294-3441 or Dr. Greg Miller, Professor at 
515-294-2583 
 
Consent and Authorization Provisions 
Your signature indicates that you voluntarily agree to participate in this study, that the study 
has been explained to you, that you have been given the time to read the document and that your 
questions have been satisfactorily answered. You will receive a copy of the written informed 
consent prior to your participation in the study. 
 
 
Participant’s Name (printed)           
 
 
             
Participant’s Signature     Date 
